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behaviors. High poverty middle school principals from a northeastern area were surveyed. The survey
instrument includes statements on trust, organizational climate, leadership behaviors. The results of this
study revealed that principals trust their major stakeholders and practice effective leadership behaviors
are trustworthy leaders. This study filled a void in research on relational trust in schools.
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Abstract
A growing body of research has examined relational trust in schools and its
impact on school climate and student achievement. Trust is a complex concept. It has
many layers such as benevolence, openness, reliability, competence, and honesty (Hoy &
Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Principals who display collegial and supportive behaviors
generate a high level of trust whereas principals who display restrictive and directive
behaviors generate low levels of trust (Goddard, Tschannen-Moran, & Hoy, 2001).
Principals are vital stakeholders in a school community. This is especially true for
principals who serve high poverty schools where the challenges are unique and daunting.
Despite the research on the importance of relational trust as a social capital tool for
schools, there is little research that includes the principals’ perception of trust in their
stakeholders.
This descriptive quantitative study explored the relationship between the
principals’ level of trust with his/her major stakeholders and the principals’ level of
engagement in key leadership behaviors. High poverty middle school principals from a
northeastern area were surveyed. The survey instrument includes statements on trust,
organizational climate, leadership behaviors. The results of this study revealed that
principals trust their major stakeholders and practice effective leadership behaviors are
trustworthy leaders. This study filled a void in research on relational trust in schools.
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Chapter 1: Introduction
If people are the life blood of a school, then principals are its heart (Fullan, 2014;
Santoyo, 2012). The relationships between and among the principal and his/her people
will determine the success of a school (Peters & Waterman, 1982). Of course, every
relationship is different but they all matter as they are the conduits for effective
leadership and practice in any culture. From a vast pool of research, we can conclude
that positive relationships strengthen the organization’s culture as they make the
workplace enjoyable and productive (Covey, 2006; Covey & Link, 2012; Keating, 2012;
Mind Tools, 2016; Peter & Waterman, 1982; Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
However, positive relationships do not form without trust. All successful
relationships rely on trust as it determines the level of engagement of all constituents.
Effective organizations understand the cost of distrust because organizations with high
trust have consistently outperformed organizations with low trust (Kouzes & Posner,
2012). Every conversation held and every action taken is cautioned for distrust until
proven trustworthy (Lawrence & Lynch, 2011). Once trust is established it creates
positive resources that bring about organizational value. In terms of the “bottom line,”
trust impacts the organization’s dividends (Covey, 2006).
Trust is both simple and complex. The simplicity of trust is knowing when one
has it and when one does not have it. The complexity of trust is when, “we get it wrong
by, giving it either too readily or too stingily” (Keating, 2012, para. 1). Often,
stakeholders are not sure what trust means or what to reasonably expect from a
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relationship of trust. One then might question, “What is the definition of trust?” Robert
Porter Lynch states,
At a minimal level, trust is the absence of fear in a relationship: it is knowing that
you won’t intentionally hurt me. But at a higher level, its reliance- knowing that:
you will be there for me when I need you; you won’t sacrifice me for your selfinterest; you can be counted on to work for my best interest as well as yours; and
ultimately I will be better off from having trusted you. (2008, p. 1)
Trust is built with open communication, mutual respect, and developed over time
(DuFour & Mattos, 2013). “Trust is restorative and can be effectively taught and
learned” (Covey, 2008, p. 303). It is the pulse of an organization because it impacts all
stakeholders and the longevity of the organization (Covey, 2006).
Relationships based on trust have garnered so much attention because high levels
of trust impact professionalism, and promote positive interactions and performance in
organizations (Adams, 2010; Milner, 2013; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). But, trust is a
vague, complex, and emotional concept that cannot simply be defined (Hoy &
Tschannen-Moran, 1999). Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) wrote Five Faces of Trust:
An Empirical Confirmation in Urban Elementary Schools, which explored the
multifaceted conditions and behaviors that build trust. They defined it as “one’s
willingness to risk being vulnerable” (p. 187) as demonstrated in the behaviors one
exhibits to another. Those behaviors or five faces are benevolence, honesty, openness,
reliability, and competence. These behaviors repeated by a leader overtime can
positively impact the level of trust in an organization.
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In school cultures, trust cannot be under estimated or undervalued (Covey, 2006).
There is nothing more important than building trust in a school (Tschannen-Moran,
2014). School relationships that are built on trust contribute to the school’s success
(Tschannen-Moran, 2011). It is a powerful tool used to develop relationships. When
relationships are not built on trust, “cynicism, doubt, and anxiety lead to ‘time off-task’
speculation, low energy, and productivity. When people lack trust in their leaders, they
do not come toward something; they pull back and withdraw instead. They doubt rather
than cooperate” (Blanchard, 2017, p. 1). It is clear from the research that relationships
with strong foundations of trust are the essential work of the leader (Covey, 2006, 2009).
Effective school leaders develop and maintain trust because it is necessary if teachers are
to adhere to and support the principals’ efforts. Extending trust first is a risk a principal
must take in order to begin to establish productive relationships. Fostering, nurturing,
cultivating, maintaining, and restoring trust with their stakeholders is not an easy task but
it is the essential leadership practice (Daly, 2009; Kouzes & Posner, 2012).
It can be argued that the principal is the most important stakeholder in the school
building when it comes to building a culture of trust. If the interactions with the principal
are credible, honest, open, and collaborative then the principal will be perceived as
trustworthy and trust will be easily fostered (Tschannen-Moran, 2001). Principals work
with, for, and through teachers as they lead schools in order to accomplish shared
educational objectives (Tschannen-Moran, 2014). Trust in leadership (Bryk &
Schneider, 1996; Goddard, Salloum, & Berebitsky, 2009) is a strong predictor of
academic achievement.

3

The principal’s leadership is “inextricably linked to student achievement” (The
Center for Comprehensive School Reform and Improvement, 2017, p. 1). His or her
leadership is the “linchpin of success” (Parrett & Budge, 2012, p. 3). Leithwood,
Seashore, Anderson, and Wahlstrom (2004) assert,
Leadership is second only to classroom instruction among all school-related
factors that contribute to what students learn at school. Leadership effects are
usually largest where and when they are needed most. Without a powerful leader,
troubled schools are unlikely to be turned around. (p. 7)
The principal matters. Great schools do not exist apart from great leaders (SeashoreLouis, Dretzke, & Wahlstrom, 2010).
Being a principal is hard work (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). The work is even
harder when the principal serves a low performing, high poverty, and high minority
school community (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010). Fortunately, recent studies suggest that
stability in the principals’ leadership is a crucial ingredient in improving high poverty
school’s achievement, but principals cannot do it alone. (Seashore-Louis et al., 2010).
Principals and teachers of high poverty schools must work in trusting relationships to
confront the challenges that affect their students’ success (Adams, 2010; Seashore-Louis
et al., 2010; Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
The research demonstrates clearly that distrust is heightened from all stakeholders
when a school has a negative school identification among the state for not consistently
meeting the proficiency levels (Milner, 2013; Noguera, 2003; Tschannen-Moran, 2001).
Taken together, this distrust impacts the principals’ ability to attain the school’s
improvement goals (Covey, 2006; Tschannen-Moran; 2011). Therefore, developing and
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maintaining trust, particularly in high poverty schools, is more crucial and more difficult
for principals if they are to improve student performance (Murnane, 2007; Noguera,
2003; Seashore-Louis et al., 2010; Tschannen-Moran, 2001).
Building relationships and trust in high poverty urban public schools is made
more difficult due to usual characteristics of high poverty schools. These high poverty
schools are often characterized by having new and unqualified teachers, low teacher
retention rates, lack of parent involvement, lack of educational resources, inconsistent
leadership, poor school conditions, and overcrowded classes (Center for Public
Education, [CPE] 2005; Noguera, 2003). These conditions can lead stakeholders to
mistrust. It also can lead to frustration, doubt, low productivity, low performance on high
stakes assessments, and turnover. Taken together, this distrust impacts the principals’
ability to attain the school’s improvement goals (Covey, 2006; Tschannen-Moran; 2011).
Naturally, stakeholders such as students, parents, and teachers want/need to
believe that they are valued and welcomed to make decisions that impact the school’s
success. Students and their parents need to be certain that the leadership and school staff
are stable. They need to be confident that staff will work with and support families
(Adams, Forsyth, & Mitchell, 2009; Noguera, 2003).
In a trusting school, the principal and teachers make up the support system for a
student. This can bolster and compensate what is often a weak support system found in
the student’s home (Adams, 2010). As principals continue to share this responsibility of
educating and supporting students and preparing them for their future educational
endeavors, trust will remain the high leverage factor in this relationship (Santoyo, 2012).
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School improvement efforts such as the one required of principals in the No Child
Left Behind Act, or the Race to the Top have made it difficult for principals to cultivate
trust that can positively impact student’s achievement (Bryk, Sebring, Allensworth,
Easton, & Luppescu, 2010; Daly, 2009; Goddard, 2003; Goddard et al., 2001; Hoy,
Smith, & Sweetland, 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran 2009,
2014). Meeting the demands of the accountability measures with insufficient resources
has much to do with the high dissatisfaction levels among principals, especially in the
high poverty schools (Blankstein & Noguera, 2015). These accountability reform
measures assume the principals will make instructional decisions, teachers will
collaborate, parents will understand what their child is expected to learn, and students
will learn more than what they learned from the last reform (Bryk et al., 2010; Singh &
Al-Fadhi, 2011). What reform accountability measures fail to realize, however, is that
trusting relationships need to be established in order for school improvement to occur in
high poverty schools (Bryk et al., 2010). Unfortunately, on demand testing
accountability structures have made the difficult job of building trusting relationships
even more problematic (Bryk et al., 2010; Mackiewicz, 2011).
It is clear from the research that trust in schools, particularly in high poverty
schools, is an essential driver of student success (Adams, 2010; Seashore-Louis et al.,
2010; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). Decreased student achievement in high poverty schools
has sparked a closer examination of trust and the relationships found in school
communities, and the level of trust the school stakeholders have in their principal (Bryk,
et al., 2010; Fullan, 2014; Romero, 2015; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). In this study, there is
much available data on the level of trust between stakeholders and in the principals of
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this northeastern urban school district. However, missing in this body of research is the
reciprocal flow of trust from the principal to his/her stakeholders.
Problem Statement
Principals are vital stakeholders in leveraging school improvement and relational
trust. While there is a sense of urgency in improving achievement in high poverty
schools, principals must first ensure that trust has been established. Of course, as the
school leader, the principal must offer his/her trust first without pre-conditions. A school
leader cannot expect stakeholders to give their trust, they must earn it through frequent
interactions. To build this level of trust in the principal takes time (Bryk et al., 2010;
Covey, 2006; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). In time, stakeholders will buy into and support
the school’s vision, and the work to attain the school’s instructional goals (Santoyo,
2012).
Clearly, much time and attention has been paid to relational trust in schools,
particularly the trust stakeholders have in their principal. Curiously absent from all this
research is the reciprocal flow of trust the principal has in his/her stakeholders. The trust
parents, teachers, and students have in one another and in their building leader are
surveyed, interviewed, and studied endlessly. But, arguably, the single most important
stakeholder in determining students’ and school success and building effectiveness is
never asked those same questions. We are forced to ask, “Whom does the principal
trust?”
This study measured high poverty, urban middle school principals’ levels of trust
in their stakeholders. It correlated these measurements with the level of engagement in
the five faces of trust, a model defined by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999). These trust

7

characteristics and behaviors of trust are benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty,
and openness. This study sought to look at trust through the eyes of the principal and add
to the research on relational trust and its impact on high poverty schools.
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study is to fill a void in the research on relational trust in
schools conducted by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran, (1999), Tschannen-Moran and Hoy
(2000), Tschannen-Moran and Gareis (2004, 2015), and Bryk and Schneider (2002).
These researchers examined the levels of trust of the major stakeholders and provided
recommended leadership practices for central and school level administrators. But, they
did not examine the level of trust the principal has in his/her stakeholders. This study
explored principals’ levels of trust in their teachers, parents, and students and principals’
level of engagement using the model of the five faces of trust.
Numerous educational researchers have produced findings focused on the level of
trust among teachers, parents, and students in the principal. However, it is equally
important to further the research on relational trust to include the principals’ trust in their
stakeholders and how that trust may be different than the trust stakeholders have in their
principal.
Significance of the Study
Bryk and Schneider (1996, 2002) focused on relational trust in the Chicago Public
School System. Their research has been cited in the seminal work of Tschannen-Moran
(2001, 2014) on relational trust and its impact on school improvement. Similarly,
Goddard (2003), Adams (2010), and Hoy et al. (2003) examined trust in the relationship
between and among parents, students, teachers, and their principal. They concluded that
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trust in the principal matters to the school’s stakeholders and trust in the principal affects
school improvement. They made recommendations regarding the types of behaviors
principals must display in order to gain trust from their stakeholders.
These researchers would all agree that the principal is a vital stakeholder in the
school community. These same researchers have also expanded the principals’
knowledge on how to build, cultivate, restore, and foster trust in their schools through
their research on relational trust. But, they have not assessed the principals trust in
stakeholders and whether that trust is different than the trust the principal extends to his
or her teachers, parents, and students. Most of the studies on relational trust have
overlooked the principals’ leadership behaviors and their correlation to the principals’
level of trust in stakeholders. This study adds to the field of education and educational
reform by understanding these unexamined relationships.
Theoretical Rationale
The theoretical rationale guiding this proposed study is the social capital theory.
Social capital theory is the belief that relationships, or “networks,” are formed for a
specific purpose, profit, investment, or benefit (Tzanakis, 2013). Trust is closely aligned
to the social capital theory. Entrepreneurial leadership strategies such as the use of social
capital are needed for leaders to ensure their organization’s success (Leitch, McMullan,
& Harrison, 2013; Tzanakis, 2013).
Leadership and the use of social capital is one of the strategic approaches of the
21st century leader (Leitch et al., 2013). The role of the leader has changed from the 20th
century to the 21st century. Leaders were the heroes of the organization. Accolades were
given to the leader when the company was successful (Leitch et al., 2013). Leaders were
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removed from the day to day social interactions in their organization. Social capital was
not as necessary then. Now, leaders must recognize the need to invest in the interactions
found in their organization. This 21st century premise is based not on what one man can
do alone, it is the collective that improves the organization’s outcomes (Leitch et al.,
2013).
With the unique challenges of the 21st century, leaders are faced with a most
competitive landscape. Leaders must be strategic if they are to embed external and
internal approaches to social capital development (Hitt & Duane, 2002). The perspective
of Hitt and Duane on internal social capital illuminates the approach leaders use to create
teams to collectively perform and accomplish tasks, and build community within the
organization (Hitt & Duane, 2002; Leitch et al., 2013). Whereas, the perspective of Hitt
and Duane on external social capital elucidates the approach leaders use to develop
beneficial relationships with outside organizations. This means that if leaders employed
the external and internal approaches, their organizations would yield positive results (Hitt
& Duane, 2002).
Trust as a social capital strategy is used by principals to develop a supportive
environment that impacts student achievement. The levels of trust among stakeholders
are viewed as a social capital network in schools. If trusting relationships increase then
the school’s social capital increases whereas if trusting relationships decrease then the
school’s social capital decreases (Putnam, 2000). Principals who display the behaviors of
benevolence, honesty, openness, reliability, and competence as defined in the five faces
of trust have a higher social capital than those who do not display the behaviors or the
five faces of trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Putnam, 2000). Moreover, Lin
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(1999) stated that developing relational trust, as a social capital strategy, is a worthwhile
investment as it ensures increased student performance. The use of relational trust allows
school communities to display shared expectations and shared values (Lin, 1999).
Social capital between families, students, teachers, and principals can have a
positive or a negative impact on student outcomes (Shoji, Haskins, Rangel, & Sorensen,
2014). According to Shoji et al. (2014) the difference between trust as a social capital
will vary among social class, ethnicity, and race. Similarly, Noguera (2003) argues that
the use of social capital in low income communities will increase the understanding of
the lack of equality, equity, and access in the educational system. Social capital can help
families to feel comfortable culturally as they interact with their schools. The use of
social capital results in higher parent engagement, trust, and high levels of positive
student behaviors towards learning (Milner, 2013; Shoji et al., 2014).
Research Questions
This study does not assume that trust is given in the same manner by each
stakeholder. This study assumed, like other research, that trust is essential for school
improvement. This study sought to answer the following questions:
1. To what extent do principals of high poverty urban middle schools trust their
parents, teachers, and students?
1a. Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’ level of trust in
parents, teachers, and students significantly correlated with one another?
Null Hypothesis: There is no significant relationship between the high
poverty urban middle school principals’ level of trust in their major
stakeholders.
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2. To what extent do the principals of high poverty urban middle schools report
that they have used supportive, restrictive, collegial, and directive leadership
behaviors?
2a. Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’ reporting of the four
types of leadership behavior significantly correlated with one another?
Null Hypothesis: There is no significant relationship between the high
poverty urban middle school principals’ leadership behaviors.
3. To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of the five faces of trust
correlated when applied to trust in stakeholders?
Null Hypothesis: Endorsements of the five faces of trust are not correlated
when applied to trust in stakeholders.
4. To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of the five faces of trust
correlated when applied to self-reported leadership behaviors?
Null Hypothesis: Endorsements of the five faces of trust are not correlated
when applied to self-reported leadership behaviors.
Definitions of Terms
No Child Left Behind Act – (No Child Left Behind [NCLB], 2002) of 2001 was
enacted to respond to America’s crisis of under-achievement by high poverty students in
high poverty schools. The purpose of NCLB was to ensure that all children have a “fair,
equal, and significant opportunity to obtain a high-quality education and reach, at a
minimum, proficiency on challenging state academic achievement standards and state
academic assessments” (U.S. Department of Education, 2016, para. 1). NCLB held
individual states and local educational agencies (local schools and districts) accountable
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for improving the academic achievement of all students, as well as identifying and
turning around low performing schools that failed to provide a high quality education for
their students (National Conference of State Legislatures, [NCSL], 2001).
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) – were initiated in 2009 by state leaders,
governors and state educational commissioners in response to inconsistent learning
standards each state developed that defined the proficiency level for students in Grades 35 and high school. The CCSS aims to develop consistent standards that address students’
expected understanding and set “real world learning goals” that would prepare students in
Grades K-12 for college and career. At each grade level there are learning goals that
each student needs to meet and be able to demonstrate (Common Core State Standards
Initiative, [CCSSI], 2015).
Economically disadvantaged students – are those who participate in, or whose
family participates in, economic assistance programs, such as the free or reduced-price
lunch programs, Social Security Insurance (SSI), Food Stamps, Foster Care, Refugee
Assistance (cash or medical assistance), Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), Home
Energy Assistance Program (HEAP), Safety Net Assistance (SNA), Bureau of Indian
Affairs (BIA), or Family Assistance: Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF).
If one student in a family is identified as low income, all students from that household
(economic unit) may be identified as low income (NYSED, 2016d; U.S. Department of
Education, 2016).
Middle Schools – are commonly known as the educational settings after
elementary school and before high school. Middle Schools may have Grades 5 through
8, Grades 6 through 8, or Grades 7 through 9 (Lucchese, 2009; Tilley 2011). For the
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purposes of this study middle school is referred to as a school that educates sixth graders
through eighth graders.
School in Good Standing – is a school that met their annual yearly progress
targets as defined by the NYSED (NYSED, 2004).
Performance Level Rating – is a score that ranges from level 3 to level 4 on the
New York State Assessments. The performance level of 3 to 4 means that the tested
students are proficient in New York State P-12 Common Core Learning Standards for
English Language Arts (ELA) and mathematics. A student achieving a level 3 or 4
“demonstrates knowledge, skills, and practices embodied that are considered sufficient
for the expectations at this grade” (NYSED, 2016a, para. 3)
Low performing schools – are schools that have been designated by the New York
State Education Department as schools that are not in “good standing.” These have not
met their annual yearly progress for 2 of 3 consecutive years. The schools’ annual yearly
progress is taken from the states’ performance index formula (Tilley, 2011).
Performance index – is a value from 0 to 200 that is assigned to an accountability
group, indicating how that group performed on a required State test (or approved
alternative) in English language arts, mathematics, or science. PIs are determined using
the performance levels and equations. The equation is, “PI = [(number of continuously
enrolled tested students scoring at Levels 2, 3, and 4 + the number scoring at Levels 3
and 4) ÷ number of continuously enrolled tested students] × 100” (NYSED, 2016c, para
12).
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Relational Trust – is the social capital that allows individuals to develop a
relationship that affects student achievement or demonstrate profits (Bryk & Schneider,
2002; Covey, 2006; Putnam, 2000).
High Poverty Middle Schools – have, for the purpose of this study, 85% or more
of their student population eligible for Title I Federal Funds.
Title I – of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, as amended (ESEA)
provides financial assistance to local educational agencies (LEAs) and schools with high
numbers or high percentages of children from low-income families to help ensure that all
children meet challenging state academic standards. Federal funds are currently allocated
through four statutory formulas that are based primarily on poverty estimates and the cost
of education in each state (U.S. Department of Education, 2016).
Chapter Summary
Organizations are no longer built on force, but on trust (Drucker, 1985).
Unfortunately, high poverty families have lost faith and trust in the schools as a result of
their children’s persistent low achievement on high stakes, state assessments (Adams,
2010; Jensen, 2009; Noguera, 2003; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). What is a principal to do
who is held accountable to these test results which do not demonstrate the overall growth
of a student? How can a principal demonstrate the impact of their leadership when there
are many impediments and obstacles their high poverty students face in and out of
school?
In spite of the political pressures and the loss of faith, principals of high poverty
schools must make every effort to foster trust with their stakeholders. The presence of
trust in schools can significantly increase high poverty students’ performance (Adams,
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2010; Milner, 2013; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015). Michael Fullan (2014) says
that principals sway the school’s culture. They can positively or negatively impact trust
in a school (Covey, 2006; Louis, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). This cause and effect
has been researched and studied extensively. But, curiously absent from the research is
the principals’ level of trust in his or her stakeholders. There is value in adding research
on the principal’s level of trust in his or her stakeholders and correlating that trust to the
principal’s level of engagement in the behaviors that foster trust namely, the five faces of
trust: benevolence, openness, reliability, competence, and honesty (Hoy & TschannenMoran, 1999). This study sought to fill this void by providing a new and unique
perspective on trust in schools. This may possibly lead to leadership development that
focuses on building behaviors that strengthen the level of trust that a principal has with
their stakeholders.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
Introduction and Purpose
More and more it has become evident that the bottom line in ensuring results,
profits, and progress is the level of trusting relationships in an organization. Researchers
identified trust as the essential element for grading the effectiveness of an organization
(Covey & Link, 2012). “The best leaders recognize that trust impacts us 24/7, 365 days a
year. It undergirds and affects the quality of every relationship, every communication,
every project, every venture, every effort . . . and alters their trajectory and outcome”
(Covey, 2009, p. 4).
According to Covey and Link (2012), in Smart Trust: Creating Prosperity,
Energy, and Joy in a Low-Trust World, when the trust in an organization is high, the
energy of the organization results in creative, generous, motivated, and authentic
productivity. In other words, “trust enables everything to move faster, more effortlessly,
and with less conflict” (Lawrence & Lynch, 2011, p.17). This review of literature begins
with a consideration of the descriptors of trust in organizations. Next, this review covers
the importance of trust in school cultures along with trust and its effect on and
importance to stakeholders. Finally, this review emphasizes the importance of trust in
high poverty schools.
Trust in Organizations and in Schools
Researchers have used many metaphors in an attempt to convey the importance of
trust. According to Adams (2013) trust is the adhesive in an organization. Trust is the
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lubricant that keeps the learning community united (Adams, 2013; Fukuyama, 1995). In
schools, trust is an essential ingredient for school improvement (Tschannen-Moran &
Gareis, 2004, 2015; Tschannen-Moran, 2001, 2009). This literature review began with
descriptors of trust in organizations with an emphasis on trust in schools.
In an organization there are many reasons that trust can be lost. Lawrence and
Lynch (2011) stated that without trust, alliances are fragile. In order for trust to improve,
leaders must understand the causes of distrust. Fear causes distrust and causes people to
defend their honor (Lawrence & Lynch, 2011). The fear of humiliation, belittlement,
incompetence, being emotionally broken, or physically hurt causes distrust. If trust is
lost, the victim may seek revenge on the one that broke the trust. A great deal of thinking
and planning is required when one seeks revenge. The cost of revenge in schools is
detrimental as it affects the organizations profits (Lawrence & Lynch, 2011; TschannenMoran, 2014). Based on Trust Matters: Leadership for Successful Schools, “When trust
is given to the “trustor” there are expectations that are assumed allowing the “trustee” to
feel vulnerable. If those expectations are not met, then the trustee may respond with the
desire for revenge and resentment” (Tschannen-Moran, 2014, p. 97).
However, Lawrence and Lynch (2011) provided insight on how to improve trust.
They believed that trust is needed for survival. They stated, “Trust’s greatest value can
be achieved only in an organization where basic values are reinforced with concrete and
measurable behavioral actions. Only then can organizations reach new heights in
relationships” (Lawrence & Lynch, 2011, p. 18). Lawrence and Lynch (2011) described
four driving innate elements that will achieve trust. They described how the brain is
genetically wired to create trust and distrust in humans. The human tactics that influence
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the brains’ level of trustworthiness is the need to create, acquire, bond, and defend. They
defined each as follows. Creating is the ability to learn, to comprehend, to inquire, and to
invent. Acquiring is the ability to own, to compete for, and to secure. Bonding is the
ability to form relationships and alliances, to work in teams, and to develop
organizations. Lastly, defending is the ability to protect, have security and safety.
Kouzes and Posner (2012) described trust as the belief in a persons’ integrity,
character, and reciprocity of one’s intention and behaviors. In a survey to 75,000
potential respondents, Kouzes and Posner identified the characteristics that strengthen the
leaders’ trust level with their stakeholders. The top five leadership characteristics that
can impact the leaders’ credibility were honesty, vision, competence, and inspiration.
They believed that credibility is closely tied to trust (Kouzes & Posner, 2012).
Many educational researchers have studied the descriptors of trust in schools and
its impact on student achievement. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999) developed a
multifaceted definition of faculty trust from an empirical study in an urban elementary
school. They discovered that trust has five facets. The five facets of trust were
benevolence, reliability, competence, honesty, and openness. Hoy and Tschannen-Moran
(1999) described trust as the element in a school that reduces ambiguity and increases
respect of expectations and responsibilities. “Trust is an individual’s or groups
willingness to be vulnerable to another party based on the confidence that the latter party
is benevolent, reliable, competent, honest, and open” (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999,
p.187).
In Louis’ (2007) three-year qualitative study of five high schools from different
districts, she assessed the teachers’ willingness to implement improved quality of
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management and pedagogical practices for their schools and classrooms under the
leadership of their school administrator. Louis (2007) described trust as a social
construct. Trust is “confidence in or reliance on the integrity, veracity, justice,
friendship, or other sound principle, of another person or group” (Louis, 2007, p. 2). She
organized trust into two categories, organizational trust and relational trust and its impact
on the organization. Louis defined organizational trust as “the expectation of appropriate
behavior in an organized setting based on the norms of that institution” (2007, p. 3). It’s
the function of the organization. Relational trust supports the personal relationships
developed in the work environment (Covey, 2006; Louis, 2007).
Makiewicz (2011) defined trust as an individual’s belief that the behavior of
another individual or group is genuine, honest, and in the best interest of the organization.
Covey (2009) acknowledged that trust is the core value that shapes what kind of
organization you have, be it your company or your family. If the core value, “trust,” is
present nobody notices it, but when it’s absent everyone notices it (Covey, 2009).
Having trust is closely related to your “joy, your energy and prosperity” (Covey & Link,
2012, p. 25).
The findings of the study conducted by Tarter, Bliss, and Hoy (1989) on schools’
characteristics and teacher trust in the principal and in their colleagues identified
behaviors that impact the schools’ climate and the level of trust teachers have in the
principal. In this study Tarter et al. examined the dimensions of a school climate by
surveying teachers’ perception of their work environment. The dimensions they
examined were supportive and directive principal behaviors and engaged and frustrated
teacher behaviors. They concluded that supportive and non-directive principal behaviors
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along with engaged teachers created a positive school climate, which increased the
trusting relationships found in a school. The principals’ leadership styles were associated
with the level of trust teachers had in their colleagues. Lastly, freedom to make
professional decisions correlated to positive trust in their colleagues and in their school
(Tarter et al., 1989).
Similar to Tarter et al. (1989), in a later study, Hoy et al. (2003) derived their
definition of trust from Rokeach (1968) who defined trust as open and closed belief
systems of individual personalities. In the study by Hoy et al. on school climate within 97
diverse geographic high schools in Ohio, they captured the perspectives of students,
teachers, principals, and the community, through the use of the Organizational Climate
Description Questionnaire, developed by Halpin and Croft (1963), which was modified
by Hoy et al. (2003) and other researchers. They measured the organizational school
climate by correlating the schools’ openness and schools’ health to faculty trust. This
study defined open schools as a school where the interactions among teachers, principals,
and students are respectful and authentic. Healthy school climates foster positive
relationships among their stakeholders and in their communities. In such climates, the
principal is supportive and has high expectations. Teachers help each other. The
principal and the teachers believe in the students, which resulted in students trusting
teachers and the principal.
Kutsyuruba, Walker, and Noonan (2011) conducted a qualitative exploratory
study of 177 Canadian principals’ perceptions on the restoration of trust, which revealed
that trust was an important element needed for a school and ultimately for the students.
Though some events can compromise trust, principals need to sincerely work on
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rebuilding and restoring trust “because it is worth the effort in the long run” (Kutsyuruba
et al., 2011, p. 88) in ensuring positive working relationships with all constituents. The
results also revealed that, when the trust is broken between principal and teacher, the
consequence for the teacher can be an abuse of power, such as retaliation. Whereas, the
consequence against the principal would be hyper-vigilance. These demoralizing
interactions in a school can impact student achievement (Kutsyuruba et al., 2011).
Louis (2007) discovered that trust was the common thread discussed in the results
of the five schools she researched. She found that trust in schools is dependent upon
behaviors exhibited by the administrators and teachers. Those behaviors are:
collaboration, integrity, concern, competence, reliability, and sincerity (Louis, 2007).
Louis further claims that the administrator needs to assess the current level of trust in his
or her building prior to initiating a significant change. He or she also must include all
teachers in the important decisions of the school, monitor the trust level of the school,
never assume that trust is a constant, and reflect on his or her own leadership behaviors
and the impact they have on trust levels (Louis, 2007).
Covey (2009) shared 13 behaviors that leaders must exhibit in order to build and
maintain trust. Leaders must talk straight, show respect, create transparency, right
wrongs, show loyalty, deliver results, get better, confront reality, clarify expectations,
practice accountability, listen first, keep commitments, and extend trust first. Trust levels
can change within a school if one of the behaviors described by Covey (2009), Louis
(2007), and Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (1999) are extreme. These behaviors have to be
balanced. One trusting behavior cannot overshadow the other. For this reason, the
administrator needs to consistently reflect on their leadership behaviors and the impact
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they may or may not have on the levels of trust in a school (Covey, 2009; Louis, 2007;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1999).
To rebuild trust, principals must first tell the truth. They must recognize the loss
of trust, determine where and when the trust was lost, what trust elements were
compromised, confront the reason why trust was loss, recognize the impact of loss of
trust, state how trust will be repaired, and consistently reflect on the progress of trust
(Kutsyuruba et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran 2009; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004).
Similarly, Tarter et al. (1989) shared the importance of supportive behaviors in principals
when they engage their constituents in rebuilding trust.
The qualitative study conducted by Kutsyuruba et al. (2011) of 177 Canadian
principals, found that the most difficult challenge these principals faced was broken trust.
Their exploratory study examined the perception of their school’s ethical challenges,
leadership pressures, school influences, and their ethical decision-making process in
recovering trust in their schools. Literature was reviewed related to restoring trust in
schools prior to conducting their qualitative study with principals. They asked the
participants two open-ended questions: “In your experience, what key factors help the
successful resolution of low trust situations? What is one piece of advice you would give
to a beginning principal about repairing trust?” (Kutsyuruba et al., 2011, p. 12). They
discovered the same thread that several researchers found regarding broken trust and
rebuilding trust when it is lost. Each of the participating principals believed restoring trust
was worthwhile and is best for the school. Kutsyuruba et al. (2011) revealed the
following from their interviews: The principals believed they were the violators of the
trust in the school because they took their stakeholders for granted. The principals
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believed they caused trust to be broken because of the demands they placed on the
teachers. These principals took steps to mediate and resolve the issue. Principals found
that restored trust was stronger than before because they learned from their mistakes.
Kutsyuruba et al. (2011) concluded that principals should continue to rebuild, restore, or
cultivate trust in their schools. Moreover, Tschannen-Moran’s (2014), Trust Matters:
Leadership for Successful Schools, added “When trust is given to the ‘trustor’ there are
expectations that are assumed allowing the ‘trustee’ to feel vulnerable. If those
expectations are not met, then the trustee may respond with the desire of revenge and
resentment” (p. 97). Although conversations to restore damaged trust are uncomfortable
and daunting, they are necessary for a principal to have with their stakeholders
(Kutsyuruba et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
Studies from Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999, 2007), Tschannen-Moran (2001,
2009), Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000), Bryk and Schneider (1996, 2002), Adams
(2013), and Goddard (2003) discussed leadership, the importance of trust, and its effect
on student achievement. Their research showed that, in schools, a high level of trust was
a strong predictor of positive student outcomes as well as a critical element for school
improvement and sustaining an effective school culture (The Character Education
Partnership, 2010).
Similarly, Adams’ (2013) study assessed the validity of collective trust as a social
indicator of instructional capacity. Teachers who trusted their principals would perform
better and were willing to complete the assignments required. Adams also proposed that
principals should leverage teacher resources in order to have meaningful performance
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information. The principal cultivates the trust found in schools. Tschannen-Moran
(2014) stated in Trust Matters: Leadership for Successful Schools,
Although teachers trust in their colleagues stems directly from their own behavior
and not from the behavior of the principal, there is much the principal can do to
establish a professional learning community grounded in trust. As principal you
can make the time and create the structures to facilitate collaboration and allow
for professional discourse and shared decision making among teachers. The
principal can foster openness by encouraging teachers to be in on each other’s
classroom to observe one another’s classrooms. Establishing a successful peer
observation program requires planning and training to build safety and trust
teachers need. (p. 150)
In other words, “The principal sets the tone for teachers to trust one another” (TschannenMoran, 2014, p. 151). Principals can impact the teachers’ willingness to share
pedagogical approaches and resources.
As Hoerr (2005) shared in The Art of School Leadership, a principal will need to
be persistent and courageous as they will be challenged based on shared assumptions
about students, curriculum, colleagues, and administration. It behooves the principal to
find productive ways, such as the use of protocols, to address those challenges through
respectful non-judgmental discourse. Principals need to create a school culture that
exudes clear expectation of what is important to make the school better (p. 31). Lastly,
the principals’ supervision is to develop and facilitate a trusting collegial setting that
allows for growth and learning with all stakeholders.
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In agreement with the work of Tschannen-Moran (2014), Fullan (2014), Bryk et
al. (2010), and Sparks (2008), specified that principals need to create intentional
collaboration in order to have productive learning communities focused on student
learning. Collaboration should focus on expectations, roles and responsibilities, cycles of
learning/professional development, and consistencies with protocols. As Hoerr (2005)
stated, a trusting collegial culture is where teachers grow and student improvement is
impacted by the teachers’ growth.
The principal is charged with upholding the school’s mission and vision, engaging
all stakeholders, managing the systemic structures of a school building, ensuring that staff
members receive relevant and meaningful support, and evaluating the effectiveness of all
staff members (Bryk & Schneider, 2002), To get this done teachers and principals must
trust each other’s competence and integrity. This positive culture, as described by
Santoyo (2012), is mirrored in the study by Hoy et al. (2003) which described a healthy
school:
A healthy school climate is imbued with positive student, teacher, parent and
administrator interrelationships. Teachers like their colleagues, their school, their
job, and their students and they are driven by a quest for academic excellence.
They believe in themselves and their students and set high, but achievable goals.
Students work hard and respect others who do well academically. Principal
behavior is also positive; that is, it is friendly and supportive. Principals have high
expectations for teachers and go out of their way to help teachers. (Hoy et al.,
2003, p. 39)
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Similarly, Fullan (2014) stated that the principals are to model their trustworthiness,
competence, and integrity; then monitor those behaviors in themselves and in others in
order to secure a positive culture aimed at maximizing the potential in students, and
teachers.
Positive school cultures embody trust (Goddard, 2003). Trust is the adhesive
(Adams, 2013), the essential ingredient (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2014), the glue that
keeps the learning community united (Adams, 2013) to address school improvement.
Trust is essential for academic achievement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002). Trust impacts the
school’s culture (Saphier & King, 1985).
More than 30 years ago, Saphier and King (1985) noted that if school culture is
strong, improvement in instruction will be significant, continuous, and widespread.
School culture, as described by McCollum and Yoder (2011), “helps define the
organization of the school, the vision espoused, as well as the academic standards
established and social skills promoted and developed in their students” (p. 66). By the
same token, Santoyo, author of in Leverage Leadership (2012), stated that positive staff
cultures do not derive from irreplicable charisma, but from the careful development of
habits that build strong staff community where teachers are willing to be held
accountable and willing to make the effort to bring the school’s vision to fruition.
The classroom is another social structure in the school building where exchanges
between the teacher and student can involve risks, vulnerability, and cooperation that
impacts the level of trust (Tschannen-Moran, 2014). Teachers and students spend a
minimum of 180 days per year in school. Students spend at least 6 hours a day in
schools. During this time, teaching and learning experiences are exchanged and the
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development of trusting or distrusting relationships are formed (Bryk & Schneider,
2002).
The teacher is of one of the most important stakeholders in a school building. The
interactions the teachers have with students and the principal can benefit the school or
can hinder the school (Makiewicz, 2011; Tschannen-Moran, 2014). Makiewicz (2011) in
her dissertation, explored the development of trust in schools and how it flourishes. Her
research focused on relational trust of 377 teachers with their principals within 13
elementary schools. In her study she used a modified survey instrument that explored the
principal’s worthiness and interaction with vital stakeholders, the teachers experience
with trust, and the similarities between the principal’s and teachers’ background.
Makiewicz (2011) concluded that teachers were willing to work with new initiatives if
the teachers trusted the principal’s worthiness. She also concluded that frequent
interactions between the principal and teacher increased the teacher’s trust in the
principal.
In the study by McCollum and Yoder (2011) the decline of students’ grade
performance levels in middle schools were assessed. They proposed that students’
perceptions of their relationships with their teachers impact their perception of school
climate and their future academic aspirations. In their mixed methods study, they
examined 1,462 seventh graders’ perceptions of academic culture, their academic
aspirations, and student-teacher relationships. The study consisted of face-to-face
interviews and a 30-minute self-administered questionnaire that focused on social and
psychological adolescent development behaviors through adulthood. Students’
perceptions of their school’s academic climate were a strong indicator of their perception
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of academic aspiration. Students who held their teachers in favorable regard had positive
perceptions of school climate and academic aspiration. Their findings also suggested the
importance of teachers’ roles in developing interpersonal relationships with their
students, especially for middle school students. If teachers forge these trusting
relationships with their students, the school environment will be conducive to learning
and the students will develop appropriately throughout their educational endeavors
(McCollum & Yoder, 2011).
Teachers, along with other staff members, must be involved in creating and
cultivating trust (Roby, 2011). Similar to Tschannen-Moran’s book, Trust Matters for
School Improvement (2014) and to Jensen’s book, Teaching Children with Poverty in
Mind (2009), teachers can collectively work on building trust by understanding the
factors that influence it. Such factors include teachers’ values, experiences, and attitudes.
In Trust Matters: Leadership for Successful Schools, Tschannen-Moran (2014) elaborated
on the need for teachers to trust one another in order to directly impact student learning
and teacher morale. She stated, “Cultural norms in a professional learning community
can facilitate trust by encouraging cooperation rather than competition between teachers.
Cooperative cultures foster trusting and trust worthy behaviors not only among teachers
and staff but among students” (p. 128).

She also stated, “A sense of benevolence or care

lays a foundation of trust among teachers. Honesty, openness, and reliability also play a
role. An interesting pattern of trust emerges, when teachers lack respect for the
competence of their principal” (p. 129). Tschannen-Moran (2014) also stated, “trust plays
an important role in overcoming barriers to building a professional learning community
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which include conflict avoidance, destructive competiveness, and low levels of teacher
self-efficacy” (p. 140).
Both Jensen (2009) and Tschannen (2014) agree that the absence of trust among
teachers is an impediment to teacher collaboration. When trust is present, teachers feel
supported by their colleagues, and principals and are more willing to make themselves
vulnerable when working with colleagues. This affects classroom practices and
interventions which are essential to achieving positive student outcomes. Adams (2013)
suggested that when there is distrust, teachers are more reluctant to share teaching
practices. This is especially true in high poverty schools. When teachers trust each other
there is a sense of efficacy with regard to achieving the school’s goals. These behaviors
will also have an impact on the faculty and on their collective effort to affect positive
student outcomes in high poverty schools.
In an earlier study, Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) stated that if there is a
negative impact on the norms or expectations between “trustor and trustee,” then the trust
can weaken. Their study of collective teacher efficacy found a strong correlation
between collective teacher efficacy and student achievement in eighth grade math,
writing, and English tests in the sampling of 66 middle schools from the Commonwealth
of Virginia. Collective teacher efficacy as they define it is “The collective selfperception that teachers in a given school make an educational difference to their students
over and above the educational impact of their homes and communities” (TschannenMoran & Barr, 2004, p. 189). This includes the belief and trust that teachers can create
positive change in their students’ lives.
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Similarly, Demir’s (2015) research, which consisted of 378 teachers working in
21 public primary schools, found that the trust of school teachers is correlated to the
supportive behaviors of school administrators. Demir’s findings are similar to the
findings of Tschannen-Moran (2001), where staff participation in decision-making
created an environment of mutual trust between teacher and principal. This relational
trust can become an effective way to reduce uncertainty in a school.
Research by Bryk and Schneider (1996) yielded findings similar to those of
Tschannen-Moran (2001, 2009) and Demir (2015). They engaged in quantitative
research throughout the Chicago, IL Public Schools. They found that schools with high
trust demonstrated improvement in student learning and achievement. The research
uncovered connections between collegial trust and (a) teacher willingness and efforts to
innovate in the midst of reform initiatives, (b) public problem solving within schools, (c)
social controls that develop within teacher communities, and (d) teacher commitment and
attachment to the school and its mission. The principals' behaviors were also found to
contribute to developing and sustaining relational trust (Bryk & Schneider 2002). Many
educational researchers’ results were similar to Demir’s results. When the level of trust
is high, teachers are willing to accept new initiatives and will affect student motivation to
perform; therefore, the principal is charged with the responsibility of monitoring and
reflecting on the level of trust in the school (Goddard et al., 2009; Santoyo, 2012;
Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
Students are the customers. They have to trust the principal, teachers, and parents
(Jensen, 2013). Goddard (2003) conceded that successful educational experiences are
influenced by the individuals’ behaviors and disposition. This is most significant when
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students have the support and care from their families, school, and community.
Academic precision and achievement are obtained in students who have a strong support
network. These strong support networks are positive indicators of academic success
(Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Goddard, 2003).
Trust in schools has always been important for families. For a parent to allow a
school to care for their child’s educational well-being takes courage and a measure of
vulnerability. There are no guarantees that their child will reap all that their school has to
offer (Tschannen-Moran, 2012).
Parent engagement is imperative to the development of trust within the school.
Schools create networks that can unite parents, teachers, and the community. These
networks are needed for the success of the school. Adams et al. (2009), researched the
antecedents of parent trust toward schools. They randomly selected 79 schools and 578
parents from a Midwestern state. Each school is composed of its unique identity,
characteristics, culture, and practices. Their research focused on the guiding question
related to the differences of trust found in various schools. They theorized that no two
schools are alike. They posed two hypotheses: first, parent-school trust would be
different across schools; second, school culture would influence parent-school trust.
They found that parent-school trust varied across the schools depending on the
environment and location of the school. Contrary to what many might assume, parent
trust is not low in high poverty schools simply because they are plagued with challenges.
As with all schools, when parents are treated as outsiders and not included in
school decisions or functions, trust in high poverty schools is lessened. When the school
community is included in decision making and is communicated with, the school is
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perceived to be trustworthy. They also found that when parents in high poverty settings
distrust teachers, it is based on their experience, the interactions with the teacher, and on
the reputation of the teacher (Adams et al., 2009).
Inviting parents to become active members of the school requires an enormous
amount of trust (Tschannen-Moran, 2014). Trust is needed for the transition from parentschool independence to interdependence (Adams & Forsyth, 2010; Adams et al., 2009).
Collaborative practices with parents increased the parents’ level of trust with the school.
Parents were willing to openly discuss their child’s developmental needs, the school’s
expectations, and their role in their child’s education. As shared and supported in the
research of Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004), Adams et al. (2009), and Hoy, Tarter, and
Hoy, (2006), parents are more likely to trust schools when their child is academically
engaged and motivated, whereas poor performance and behavioral problems lead to
distrust.
Importance of Trust in High Poverty Schools
Jensen (2009) author of Teaching with Poverty in Mind, stated,
Poor children are more likely than well-off children to attend poorly maintained
schools with less qualified teachers. Bridges of trust can be more difficult for
teachers to build with low-income families because teachers are less confident
that they share the same cultural values and ethical standards. (p. 11)
Teachers can have trusting relationships with high poverty students if they show empathy
rather than pity. Principals can support this by changing the culture of care and not
giving up on high poverty students (Jensen, 2009).
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The research by Cuthrell, Stapleton, and Ledford (2010), identified key strategies
that were important to developing a strong support system for children living in poverty.
They examined scholarly literature focusing upon elements that affect students living in
poverty. One essential component they advocated for was the importance of a positive
school environment. They contend that positive environments within a classroom
positively affect the development of high poverty students.
Similarly, Goddard (2003) conducted a descriptive study related to social
networks students develop in a school. This study was conducted in 1998 with 45
elementary schools in a large urban district. The final sample of participants consisted of
444 teachers and 2,429 fourth grade students who were scheduled to take the state
assessments. The teachers completed an anonymous survey one month before the
administration of the test. The research was designed to add to the body of research
regarding trust as a social capital and its impact on student academic success. Their
hypothesis was confirmed. The 45 schools’ students who had high levels of social capital
such as trust, support, and strong relationships, earned a higher proficiency rate on their
literacy and math state assessments.
In the study conducted by Goddard et al. (2009) the results were measured by a 14
item 5-point, Likert-like scale survey distributed in 150 Michigan public elementary
schools, which indicated that trust was a positive predictor of academic achievement,
whereas race and economic disadvantage were not predictors of academic achievement.
The study also revealed that trust is most strained in schools that serve a large proportion
of high poverty students and students of color.
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In Engaging Students with Poverty in Mind Practical Strategies for Raising
Student Achievement, Jenson (2013) stated that when teachers cannot or will not connect
personally, students are less likely to trust their teachers. Students want to know who
their teacher really is, and they want the teaching to connect to their world. Trust can
affect the student’s morale, self-esteem, and self-worth. Trust is essential for students to
deal with uncertainty, unpredictability, and risk in high poverty schools (Kutsyuruba et
al., 2011; Jensen, 2013).
The research conducted by Tschannen, Bankole, Mitchell, and Moore (2013) on
student academic optimism assessed students’ perception of their relationship with
teachers, of their academic press, and of their connection with the school environment in
a high poverty school. Academic press refers to the students’ efficacy and their
perseverance. Their study evaluated the perception of elementary, middle school, and
high school students in 49 schools in one urban school district in the mid-Atlantic region
of the US. A total of 34,000 students, ages 8-17 were studied. The survey was
comprised of five items from a student trust scale. Their rationale for the study was to
gauge if students’ perception of relationships impacted their learning outcomes. They
hypothesized that students prefer to have relationships with people who are accessible,
are responsive, and encourage and support curiosity and risk taking. These relationships
could influence the students’ belief that the school is an environment where they belong,
can be successful, and has high expectations for their educational endeavors. These
results found a strong and significant relationship between student trust, academic press,
and student identification with school and strong student outcomes in English and math.
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The implications of their findings suggest that teachers need to cultivate trust by
demonstrating that they are open, reliable, and benevolent to high poverty students.
According to Milner (2013), research focused on trust in high poverty schools has
been based on the “inside school factors” and not on the “outside of school factors” and
their effect on trust. Milner described outside-of-school factors such as unemployment,
parenting styles, family income, parent educational level, location, health care, and
resources found in the homes. Inside school factors include curriculum, pedagogy, school
resources or lack thereof, leadership practices, and school climate. Milner (2013)
reviewed the database of peer reviewed articles over the last 10 years in order to create a
thematic historical review of the relationship between race and poverty and its impact on
teaching and learning. He used the critical race theory lens to consider how school
systems have been oppressive and inequitable in dealing with marginalized groups
because of their ingrained policies and practices.
Milner (2013) suggested that students living in poverty are dependent upon the
school. Schools provide resources for breakfast, lunch, academic intervention, school
excursions, and at times, health care services. Similar to sociologist Noguera (2003),
Milner affirmed that economically disadvantaged students have a very difficult time
succeeding in school without these supports. Milner’s study further revealed the
obstacles high poverty students face when teacher retention rates are low:
•

Teacher absence is higher in high poverty schools causing instability in the
educational process.

•

Often, teachers lack commitment and persistence which causes students to fall
behind.
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•

Teachers are often teaching outside of their license or field of study (Milner,
2013).

Nationally, Curtis (2012) examined mathematics (high school and middle school)
teachers’ rationale for becoming teachers and for leaving their schools. She also
connected the expectations and reality of teaching in hopes of improving mathematics
teachers’ retention rate. In her study, she asserted that there has been an increase in
mathematics teachers graduating from teacher training program but there is a shortage of
mathematics teachers in low performing schools. She stated high poverty schools’
teachers leave teaching within the first 3 years and that the role of the principal is critical
for new teachers.
A random sampling of 5,000 middle and high school teachers were asked to
participate in the study. Only 1,572 teachers responded to her 4-point Likert scale
survey. Her survey required the participants’ to rate their satisfaction level in teaching
and whether they would choose to be a teacher again. Based on the results from the
survey, 32 randomly selected teachers who were contemplating leaving the profession
were interviewed. The results revealed that teachers were less satisfied with being a
teacher; if they were to start over, they would not become teachers. This was especially
true in high poverty schools. Both Curtis (2012) and Milner (2013), in their research,
found the following:
•

Teacher retention rates at high poverty schools are lower than those at high
performing schools. Many new teachers quit teaching within the first 3three
years because of the low salary, teacher blame, the demands of NCLB, and
lack of administrative support.
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•

New educators in high poverty schools serve a minimum of 5 years then leave
to move to a more attractive school.

Tschannen-Moran (2014) asserted that for students living in poverty, relationship
building is imperative for their development and success. Positive relationships between
the student and teacher, which create a welcoming environment, can influence the
students’ effort and attitude toward learning. Trust and family engagement impacts the
value of education. When there is a supportive, trusting school and family environment,
students are more likely to be committed to the learning process. Principals will need to
assure parents that the school is deeply committed to their child’s educational well-being.
They also need to ensure that teachers trust students and parents. They must validate
teachers’ professional competence and maintain open lines of communication and
involve parents in the school’s decision making process (Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
The study conducted by Tschannen-Moran and Barr (2004) also found that
student achievement was directly linked to a students’ socioeconomic status. This means
students with lower socioeconomic status tended to have lower achievement results.
Similar to an earlier study of Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999), they concluded that low
levels of trust lead to low levels of student performance, whereas high levels of trust lead
to high levels of student performance. They propose the following: teachers need to
observe other teacher practices and share best practices in order to provide a rich learning
experience that will produce high student achievement; Principals can encourage and
promote collective teacher efficacy by assisting teachers with the development of student
mastery goals coupled with actionable feedback on their pedagogy.
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National Reform Movement and the Impact on Trust in High Poverty Schools
A complex system of day to day exchanges in a school determines the success of
the school. But, for more than 30 years, the politics of school reform has been the
prevailing conversation of policy makers as they have ignored those complexities.
Reform efforts, such as No Child Left Behind, the Common Core Standards, and the
Teacher/Principal Evaluation Systems are all daunting. Accountability requirements
placed on principals do not take into account the many conditions that must be met in
order to improve the achievement of high poverty students.
Closing the achievement gap and strengthening leadership practices and
relationships without the support of reformers seems impossible (Romero, 2015).
Reformers and politicians believe that if schools set rigorous standards, provide rigorous
standard bearing assessments, and hold educators accountable, schools will improve
(Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2015). However, they do not consider elements of social
capital, such as the levels of trust in a school community (Fullan, 2014).
The building of relationships and trust is a practice that significantly impacts
teaching and learning, yet is not found in school reforms (Romero, 2015; TschannenMoran, 2014). Teachers and principals must trust each other’s competence and integrity.
These mutual trust dependencies are woven into the daily function of a school
environment, but are not considered by school reform policy makers (Daly, 2009;
Romero, 2015). Adams (2013) believed that state and district initiatives cause tension in
schools. He stated the following:
Contention often erupts because of the different views on how to improve
achievement and close achievement gaps. Many prevailing beliefs in the USA
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favor carrot and stick strategies like increasing input into schools, raising
accountability standards, adopting performance pay plans, and using value-added
evaluation models. Such improvement strategies partly assume achievement
problems stem from unmotivated or incapable educators in need of external
reinforcement. Less attention has been directed on high leverage resources.
(Adams, 2013, p. 376)
In 1983, a federal report, A Nation at Risk (Gardner, 1983) was released, that
compared public education in the US to international schools. The report raised concerns
and was critical of the performance of American schools and students (Gardner, 1983).
Chicago’s public schools were singled out and criticized for their poor performance. This
caused many policy makers to question the competence of the people who work in public
education in Chicago.
The response to this very critical report was the Chicago School Reform Act of
1988 which proposed to transform 550 Chicago schools through the collective effort of
all school constituents (Bryk & Schneider, 1996). This reform effort was the subject of
their 5year study, “Chicago Public School, Social Trust: A Moral Resource for School
Improvement.” Bryk and Schneider (1996) found results similar to those in Bryk’s
earlier study on Catholic schools in Chicago. He found that relational trust was needed in
order to address the reform demands. Bryk and Schneider (1996) posited that,
Parents in the Catholic schools depended on the teachers’ professional
judgment on what and how to teach and they supported teacher efforts in this
regard. The professionals operated under a moral obligation to do what was
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best to advance the education and welfare of each child. (Bryk & Schneider,
1996, p. 3)
In Improving the Education of Children Living in Poverty, Murnane (2007)
suggested that the educational opportunities shared in school reforms are more rhetoric
than reality in our nation. He elaborated on amendments needed to strengthen the No
Child Left Behind Act (NCLB, 2002) which would assist the capacity of schools in high
poverty areas to increase high poverty students’ achievement levels. First, he proposed
changing accountability measures that are attainable in schools where students are
measured on progress rather than proficiency levels. Second, he proposed that Congress
provide incentives to high poverty schools that demonstrate improvement. Lastly, he
proposed providing competitive matching grants to boost the number of high performing
schools in districts which have a large number of low performing schools. Murnane
(2007) believed that with an increased expenditure of 2.5 billion dollars to 5 billion
dollars spent on education nationally, these amendments would improve accountability,
create incentives for states to act, and build the capacity of schools to educate high
poverty students.
Similarly, Trujillo, Hernandez, Jarrell, and Kissell, (2014) investigated the
support for, or opposition to, community based reform in the Oakland Unified School
District. The purpose of the study was to explore the constituents’ perception and
interpretation of the district’s policies. They analyzed the oral history interview data of
eight constituents who represented the district. The participants selected worked or lived
in Oakland for decades and had experienced different reform efforts. These participants
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included a high school student, a teacher, a principal, a superintendent, a former city
official, and a leader of an educational reform organization. Trujillo et al. (2014) stated,
Stakeholders who occupy the most powerful community positions usually have a
greater access to and knowledge of how to voice their preferences and needs. The
most marginalized community members are often systematically excluded from
the most ambitious democratic initiatives. (p. 896)
Historically the Oakland Unified School District had tension with their
community because educators did not include the voices of the community when
decisions were made about their schools. Trujillo et al. recognized that the degree of
trust can vary among the constituents and can vary based on the dynamics of the
community. Their study also explored the level of trust and its impact on the
community’s engagement with educators. Their results are similar to those of the social
capital theory, namely that trust is needed to impact relationships. Unfortunately for the
Oakland community, in this study, past history of negative experiences with the school
district’s educators and special interest groups overshadowed the community’s trust and
made the constituents apprehensive to act on the educational reforms. Their research
shed light on the need to have a democratic and authentic collaboration, where all parties’
voices are heard, regarding school reforms.
Principals are caught in the crossfire between policy makers’ reform and teacher
buy-in to the reform’s progress goals. Principals have to cultivate trust in their schools
even if they do not agree with the demands of the reforms. Skepticism from the principal
can lead to the communities’ apprehension on implementing the practices of the reforms.
The principal’s and reformers’ failure to follow through with their intended promise can
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cause distrust with the school’s stakeholders. This can be perceived by the trustor (the
stakeholders) as betrayal, deception, or dishonesty causing trust to plummet into distrust
(Covey, 2006; Kutsyuruba, et al., 2011; Murnane, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
In order to create collective trust among all stakeholders, policy makers need to
consider how schools invest in their constituents (Adams, 2013). As shown in Adams’
study, and also in the works of Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999; 2007), and TschannenMoran and Hoy (2000), factors of school culture such as trust and its direct impact on
student achievement need to be assessed and identified in order to build a school’s
capacity for improvement. Similarly, Louis (2007) found that in schools with a high level
of trust, teachers were willing to change and work with new innovations, whereas in
schools with substantial distrust, teachers were unwilling to change.
Chapter Summary
This literature review began with the definition and description of trust in an
organization. Next the literature review analyzed the importance of trust and leadership
and the effects and importance of trust among school stakeholders in high poverty
schools. Finally, throughout the review, educational researchers criticized the educational
reform movement of the past 40 years and its impact on trust. Principals’ trusting
practices were shared and the levels of trust school stakeholders had with the school was
discussed (Bryk, et al., 2010; Fullan, 2014; Hoy, 2012; Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
As the theorists in this literature review have explained, trust is dependent on the
relationships developed by all members of the school community. Trust can be
maintained, broken, and restored (Kutsyuruba, et al., 2011; Tschannen-Moran,
2014). Trust is based on competence, respect, personal regard, and integrity among
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members of the community (Tschannen-Moran, 2014; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2000;
Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 1999). Principals are reminded in the research that distrust
causes teachers to spend time guarding their vulnerability rather than improving
instructional practices (Covey, 2006). Principals are reminded that trust from parents and
students lead to school engagement and improved student achievement (Jensen, 2013;
Tschannen-Moran; 2014). Lastly, principals are reminded that successful schools are
dependent on effective leadership and trusting relationships (Bryk et al., 2010).
The research presented in this dissertation does not discuss the principals’ level of
trust in their stakeholders because such research does not exist. Yet, principals are the
catalyst in building trusting relationships among their stakeholders (Fullan, 2014).
Although the research relates the practices and behaviors a principal must demonstrate to
build, maintain, and cultivate trust, the principal is never asked, “Whom do you trust?”
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Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology
Introduction
Principals are the backbones of a school and their leadership should be geared to
support the vision, mission, and the culture of the school. They represent stability in high
poverty school communities and perform their role in the face of adversity with courage
and grace (Fullan, 2014). The principals’ actions and leadership behaviors are correlated
to the school’s success. “Without a principal’s leadership efforts to raise student
achievement, a school community cannot succeed” (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004, p.
573).
Hoy et al., (2003), Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999, 2007), Tschannen-Moran
(2001, 2009, 2014), Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, (2000), and Goddard (2003) discussed
the impact of leadership and its effect on school culture and student achievement in high
poverty schools based on quantitative surveys administered to teachers, students, and
parents. These researchers focused on the trust that parents, teachers, and students had in
their principals and in their schools; however, the inverse is largely absent from the
literature. This study contributed to the current research on relational trust conducted by
Bryk and Schneider (1999, 2002), Hoy and Tschannen-Moran (1999, 2007), TschannenMoran and Gareis (2004), and Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, (2000) in high poverty
schools by addressing principals’ levels of trust in their stakeholders. Although it is
logical to assume that trust is a crucial factor in the development and maintenance of a
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successful school, most research has fallen short of examining and assessing the role of
the principals’ level of relational trust in their major stakeholders.
A quantitative descriptive research method was selected because it “aims to cast
light on current issues and problems through a process of data collection that enables a
researcher to describe the situation more completely” (Fox & Bayat, 2007, p. 45). The
research utilized a combination of three surveys: (a) Principals Trust Survey (TschannenMoran, 1999), (b) Organizational Climate Description Questionnaire (Hoy, 2003), and
(c) Organizational Climate Index (Hoy, 2001, 2002). They informed the development of
a new tool that helped to answer the following questions:
1. To what extent do principals of high poverty urban middle schools trust their
parents, teachers, and students?
1a. Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’ level of trust in
parents, teachers, and students significantly correlated with one another?
2. To what extent do the principals of high poverty urban middle schools report
that they have used supportive, restrictive, collegial, and directive leadership
behaviors?
2a. Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’ reporting of the four
types of leadership behavior significantly correlated with one another?
3. To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of the five faces of trust
correlated when applied to trust in stakeholders?
4. To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of the five faces of trust
correlated when applied to self-reported leadership behaviors?
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Research Context
This study was conducted in a school district located in an urban northeastern city
where there are 87 principals and 3,542 teachers. These schools serve 45,804
Kindergarten through 12th grade students across 87 schools. Of the total K-12th grade
student population served in this region, 85% or 38,933 are classified as Title I students.
This indicates that the students are eligible for free and reduced lunch as defined by
federal guidelines. The district’s teacher turnover rate for 2015 and 2016 school year was
19%. The turnover rate for teachers with fewer than 5 years of teaching was 22.5%
whereas the turnover rate for those with fewer than 3 years of teaching was 16%. Of the
87 schools, 29 schools have a middle school component with the following
configurations; three are K-8, 19 are sixth grade-eighth grade, and seven are sixth grade12th grade schools. This study focused on the 28 middle schools within the northeastern
urban school district; one middle school was eliminated as the researcher is its principal.
These northeastern region schools have not met their annual yearly progress
targets for the last 5 years as set by the state education department in English language
arts, and mathematics. These same schools have not met their annual yearly progress for
students who were English language learners and students with disabilities. The
proficiency levels (levels 3 and 4) for the schools in the district are as follows: 23% ELA
proficiency and 9% math proficiency for K-eighth grade students; 20% ELA proficiency
and 15% math proficiency for sixth-eighth grade students; and 24% ELA proficiency and
15% math proficiency for sixth-12th grade students. (NYSED, 2016b, 2016e, 2016f)
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Research Participants
A total population sampling consisted of 28 middle school principals from a
northeastern region of an urban school district was conducted. The principals in this
study have a minimum of a masters’ degree and state certification in school leadership.
The 28 principals who received the survey have 1-12 years of administrative experience
in the school system. There were 15 male principals and 13 female principals. There
were 15 principals who have less than 5 years of experience and 13 principals who have 6
to 12 years of experience in their current position. Based on the years of experience, 15
principals were working towards completing their probationary period within 3 years,
whereas the other 13 principals completed their probationary period and were tenured in
their current position.
Instruments Used in Data Collection
Qualtrics Software was utilized to create a survey (see Appendix A that is a
modified combination of the Principal Trust Survey (PTS) developed by TschannenMoran (1999), the Organizational Climate Description (OCD) and the Organizational
Climate Index (OCI) Surveys developed by Hoy (2001, 2002). The PTS is a reliable and
valid survey used with 642 principals in the Ohio and Virginia area that calculated a
standardized score which compared the principals’ survey results to other principals’
survey results in the same area. A factor analysis was used to norm the validity of the
results. The factors were principals’ trust in teachers, principals’ trust in students, and
principals’ trust in parents (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). The normed score for
principal trust in teachers was SD= .87, for principal trust in students it was SD= .87, and
for principal trust in parents it was SD= .86 (see Appendix B).
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Hoy’s OCD and OCI surveys were used to measure the behaviors found in an
organizations’ climate. A factor analysis was used to norm the validity of the results of
each of the subscales identified in each of the surveys. For this research, the survey
instrument, OCI and OCD, were modified and four subscales were used to answer the
research questions. Those subscales include the collegial leadership subscale of the OCI
and the directive, supportive, and restrictive leadership subscales of the OCD. Each of
the subscales was measured separately for each survey. The reliability scores for the OCI
subscale behavior, collegial leadership was SD= .94; the reliability scores for OCD
subscale behaviors were supportive SD=.96, directive SD= .88, and restrictive SD= .89
(see Appendix C and Appendix D).
The modified survey included a total of 48 statements divided into two sections.
The first section of the survey, Principals’ Trust Scale Survey (PTS), included 20
statements that assess the principal’s trust in their parents, students, and teachers (see
Appendix E). The second section of the survey, Organizational Climate Description
Questionnaire (OCDQ) and Organizational Climate Index (OCI), included 28 statements
that assess collegial leadership, supportive, restrictive, and directive principal behaviors
(see Appendix F). Permission has been granted by Hoy and Tschannen-Moran to use
their survey instruments for academic research (see Appendix G). There were two
modifications made to the survey and scoring guide. The first modification made to the
surveys was replacing the word, principal, with “I.” For example, if the statement said,
‘The principal explores all…” the statement changed to “I explore all…” so that the
principals can respond to the statements from their perspective. The second modification
made to the survey scoring guide was replacing the word “schools” with “principal/s.”
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To establish content validity, a survey was developed to investigate the
correlation of this study’s survey to the faces of trust. A panel of three to five experts
read the definition of the characteristics of trust from the five faces of trust, then matched
the 46 out of the 48 statements combined from the three surveys to benevolence,
reliability, honesty, competence, or openness. Of the 48 statements, two statements were
not compared to the behaviors of trust as those statements ask the principal for their trust
in their stakeholders (see Appendix D). The experts matched the characteristics of trust
as defined by five faces of trust, with the principal’s trust in stakeholders and the
principal’s leadership as stated in the OCI and OCD survey instrument. The experts have
been or are principals/directors of a public school who have a school administrator’s
license and a minimum of a master’s degree with at least 5 years of experience in
education. The researcher conducted an inter-rater reliability test to ensure consistent
understanding of the survey. In the event statements have conflicting determinations, the
researcher made the final determination based on the definition of the five faces of trust.
This panel of principals were part of this study.
The PTS statements measured with a 6-point Likert type scale with 1 representing
strongly disagree, to 6 representing strongly agree. The OCI and OCDQ measured on a
4-point Likert scale with 1 representing rarely occurs, to 4 representing very frequently
occurs. Participants answered demographic questions related to their school, experience,
level of education, additional training, type of school setting (K - eighth grade, sixth eighth grade, or sixth-12th grade), gender, and ethnicity. The survey can be completed
within 15 minutes. The survey responses were anonymously submitted through Qualtrics
Software. Each participant received an invitation to a link to complete the survey via
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email. Participants responded to the survey link without identifying any information such
as their name or email address.
All participants received an informed consent form that provided information
about the study and the online survey link via email. Online surveys have a response rate
of about 30% (Fowler, 2014); however, this researcher hoped for at least a 60% response
rate (20 principals). Participants were informed that their responses were voluntary,
anonymous, and confidential. The results of this study were shared with participants who
requested the results.
Procedures for Data Collection and Analysis
Surveys were distributed electronically to middle school principals. The
researcher targeted 28 principals who met the requirements for participation; however, a
minimum of 20 middle school principals were expected to complete the survey.
Participants’ responded to two sections. Responses were scored on a 1 to 6-point Likert
type scale (first section) and a 1 to 4-point Likert type scale (second section). Responses
were tallied by for each sub-section of the survey through Statistical Package for the
Social Science (SPSS). Because some items are written as negative rather than positive
statements, the response code needs to be reversed as per the scoring guide of TschannenMoran (2004) and Hoy (2001, 2002). This researcher used the scoring directions
provided by both Hoy and Tschannen-Moran for the data analysis (see Appendix E, F,
and G).
The first section measuring principals’ trust in teachers, parents, and students
yielded trust scores ranging from 20 to 120 as the highest for each stakeholder (parent,
teacher, and students). This survey measured each subscale separately. The principals’
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trust in teachers yielded a trust score ranging from 9 to 54. The principals’ trust in
students yielded trust score ranging from 6 to 36. The principals’ trust in parents yielded
a trust score from 5 to 30.
The second section of the survey measured the principal’s leadership behaviors
that foster or hinder trust. This section measuring collegial leadership, supportive,
restrictive, and directive principal behaviors yielded scores ranging from 28 to 112 as the
highest. This survey measured the subscales separately. Collegial leadership yielded
scores ranging from 7 to 28. Supportive principal behaviors yielded scores ranging from
11 to 44. Restrictive principal behaviors yielded scores ranging from 4 to 16. Directive
principal behaviors yielded scores ranging from 6 to 24.
Three separate instruments (PTS, OCI, and OCDQ) were combined into one
survey instrument which included two sections. The first section (PTS) statements were
measured on a 6-point Likert-like scale and the second section (OCI and OCDQ) were
measured on a 4-point Likert-like scale. This survey instrument also collected data on
the application of the concepts from the five faces of trust. There were 46 out of 48
statements that were applied to the concepts from the five faces of trust. There were 2
out of the 20 survey statements from the Principals’ Trust Survey that were not applied to
the concepts from the five faces of trust (I trust the students in this school. I trust the
teachers in this school.).
The PTS configuration of the concepts from the five faces of trust were: six
statements applied to the concept of reliable yielded scores ranging from 6 to 36; three
statements applied to the concept of benevolence yielded scores ranging from 3 to 18;
four statements applied to the concept of honesty yielded scores ranging from 4 to 24;
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three statements applied to the concept of competence yielded scores ranging from 3 to
18; lastly, two statements applied to the concept of openness yielded scores ranging from
2 to 12.
The OCI and OCDQ (28 statements in total) configuration of the concepts from
the five faces of trust were these: two statements applied to the concept of honesty
yielded scores of 2 to 8; eight statements applied to the concept of benevolence yielded
scores of 8 to 32; three statements applied to the concept of reliable yielded scores of 3 to
12; seven statements applied to the concept of competence yielded scores of 7 to 28; and
eight statements applied to the concept of openness yielded scores of 8 to 32.
The data collected was stored and analyzed in Qualtrics Survey Software, then
exported to SPSS for descriptive, inferential, and correlational analyses. Bivariate
Pearson correlation was used to determine if the variables had significant correlations. A
correlation is determined when there is a linear relationship between two continuous
variables (Huck, 2012). The linear relationship between the variables determined if there
were negative or positive correlations. If there were positive correlations the variables
increased, whereas if there were negative correlations the variables decreased (Creswell,
2013; Huck 2012).
Bivariate Pearson correlation evaluated the statistical relationship between the
Principal Trust Survey (parents, students, and teachers), Organizational Climate Surveys
(restrictive, directive, collegial, and supportive), and to the application of the concepts
from the five faces of trust (Huck, 2012). This analysis determined the relationship
between the two independent variables, principals’ demonstrated leadership behaviors
and principals’ trust, to the dependent variables, principal’s level of trust in parents,
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students, and teachers, and collegial, supportive, directive, and restrictive leadership
behaviors. This analysis also evaluated the application of the concepts from the five
faces of trust in the principals’ leadership behaviors, and the principal’s trust in his/her
major stakeholders. The numerical value of a correlation ranges between -1.0 and +1.0,
with a correlation (r) equal to zero indicating there is no relationship between the
variables (AERD, 2017; Explorable, 2013; Huck, 2012). Finally, descriptive and
inferential analyses were conducted to determine the minimum to maximum mean, the
mean, and standard deviations of the survey responses.
Chapter Summary
Urban schools are under constant pressure to increase student achievement, but
more attention must be paid to the conditions under which this goal may be
accomplished. In high poverty schools, an increased level of trust between principal and
teachers, as well as between students and parents, is a necessary prerequisite to success
(Hoy, & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tschannen-Moran, 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy,
2000). Much research has explored trust levels of teachers, students, and parents in their
building leader, but there is scant information on the trust the principal has in his/her
stakeholders. Trust as a social capital theory is the theoretical framework through which
this work was processed, as it is essential in a school setting. However, trust is not the
sole condition in a school setting, but it is a necessary condition when developing
relationships (Putnam, 2000). This methodology focused on a quantitative descriptive
research method. This study employed a survey that combined three reliable and
validated surveys used by Tschannen (1999) and Hoy (2001, 2002) who studied
relational trust in large school districts. The survey instruments focused on the
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principals’ level of trust in his/her major stakeholders, the principals’ leadership
behaviors, and the application of the concepts from the five faces of trust to the
principals’ level of trust and on their leadership behaviors. This study expands on the
research literature regarding relational trust.
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Chapter 4: Data Analysis
Introduction
Educational researchers have examined relational trust and its impact on school
improvement (Bryk & Schneider, 2002; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; TschannenMoran, 2014). This research is important for high poverty schools because success is
dependent on the trusting relationships formed between and among stakeholders
(Goddard et al., 2009; Jensen, 2013; Noguera, 2003). Educational researchers have often
examined the level of trust teachers, parents, and students have in the principal and have
recommended leadership practices for central and school level administrators (Hoy et al.,
2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 2007; Louis, 2007). The purpose of this study was to
include the principals’ level of trust in their major stakeholders and their leadership
behaviors.
Research demonstrates that principals are vital stakeholders in any school
improvement initiative (Fullan, 2014). Principals need to establish trust in order for the
stakeholders, including teachers, parents, and students, to support the school’s
instructional goals. Yet, there is little research that has examined the principals’ level of
trust in these same stakeholders. Gaining insight into the level of trust principals have in
their major stakeholders and the leadership behaviors they employ will contribute to the
research on relational trust. This study fills the void in the body of literature on relational
trust by looking at trust from the perspective of the principal.
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This descriptive, correlational study measured the principals’ trust in their major
stakeholders (teachers, parents, and students) and their self-reported leadership behaviors
(supportive, collegial, directive, and restrictive). Principals anonymously reported their
levels of trust in their stakeholders and the behaviors they think they display in their
school settings. Additionally, this study applied the constructs from the five faces of trust
(benevolence, openness, honesty, reliability, and competence) to determine, to what
degree, principals endorsed those constructs in their trust of stakeholders and in their own
leadership behaviors.
The researcher chose a quantitative method for this study. Descriptive analyses
were employed to describe the principals’ level of trust, their demonstrated leadership
behaviors, and the behaviors identified in the concepts of the five faces of trust. Bivariate
Pearson correlations were utilized to evaluate the statistical linear relationship between
the constructs of the five faces of trust and the evaluations of stakeholders and leadership
behaviors, respectively.
Research Questions
The research questions and null hypotheses were as follows:
1. To what extent do principals of high poverty urban middle schools trust their
parents, teachers, and students?
1a. Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’ level of trust in
parents, teachers, and students significantly correlated with one another?
Null Hypothesis: There is no significant relationship between and among the
high poverty urban middle school principals’ level of trust in their major
stakeholders.

57

2. To what extent do the principals of high poverty urban middle schools report
that they have used supportive, restrictive, collegial, and directive leadership
behaviors?
2a. Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’ reporting of the four
types of leadership behaviors significantly correlated with one another?
Null Hypothesis: There is no significant relationship between and among the
high poverty urban middle school principals’ leadership behaviors.
3. To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of the five faces of trust
correlated when applied to trust in stakeholders?
Null Hypothesis: Endorsements of the five faces of trust are not correlated
when applied to the principals’ trust in stakeholders.
4. To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of the five faces of trust
correlated when applied to self-reported leadership behaviors?
Null Hypothesis: Endorsements of the five faces of trust are not correlated
when applied to the self-reported leadership behaviors.
Data Analysis and Findings
The work related to trust and organizational climate of Hoy (2001, 2002) and
Tschannen-Moran (2001, 2009, 2011) was the basis of this study. The survey statements
compiled were designed to examine the principals’ level of trust in their major
stakeholders, their leadership behaviors, and the application to the concepts of the five
faces of trust to the principals’ level of trust in their major stakeholders and their
leadership behaviors.
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A panel of experts, which included two retired principals and three current
principals, was selected to establish face validity of the concepts of the five faces of trust
as they were applied to the survey questions. Two out of the 48 survey questions were not
included as they directly asked the participants if they trust a specific stakeholder. The
panel of experts applied the concepts of the five faces of trust to 46 statements. For 42
out of 46 of the statements, the panel unanimously concurred with the application from
the five faces of trust. In these four instances when the panel did not unanimously agree,
the researcher made the decision as to which of the five faces of trust, from those
identified by the panel, was most applicable. Those statements have asterisks next to
them (see Appendix H).
The Principal Trust Survey (PTS) (Tschannen-Moran, 1999) assessed the level of
trust principals have in their major stakeholders (parents, students, and teachers) in 20
statements. The Organizational Climate Index (OCI) Survey (Hoy et al., 2003) and
Hoy’s (2001, 2002) Organizational Climate Descriptor Questionnaire (OCDQ)
statements pertained to leadership behaviors identified in an organization. The 34
leadership behaviors statements included in this study were categorized into collegial,
restrictive, supportive, and directive behaviors. All three measures were combined into
one survey for this study. The questions were modified to include pronouns such as “I”
and “me” in the statements for a total of 54 statements. As described in Chapter 3, the
surveys were sent via email with an introduction and an invitation to participate. Each
participant received the same anonymous link.
Table 4.1 presents demographic data regarding the participants in this study.
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Participants included middle school principals in the northeastern region. Of the 28
principals selected for the study, 21 principals agreed to participate in this study. This
represents a 75% participation rate. The majority of the principals were male (68%), were
tenured (68%), and had earned two masters of arts or science degrees (23%). The
majority (66%) of principals led a sixth-eighth grade school, while almost one-quarter
(23%) led a sixth-12th grade school and the remainder (9%) led a K-eighth grade school.
Table 4.1
Sample Demographics
Variable

% (n)

Male
Female

62 (13)
38 (8)

Gender

Ethnicity
White
Hispanic
Black
Other

38
14
33
14

(8)
(3)
(7)
(3)

School Setting
K-8th grade
6-8th grade
6-12th grade

9 (2)
66 (14)
23 (5)

Level of Education
BA/BS and MA/MS
MA/MS and 15-30 extra college credits
2 MA/MS
Doctorate Degree

4 (1)
23 (5)
52 (11)
1 (4)

Status
Probationary
Tenured

38 (8)
62 (13)
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Twenty-one principals responded to the statements from the Principals Trust
Survey (Tschannen-Moran, 1999), the Organizational Climate Survey, (Hoy et al., 2003),
and Hoy’s Organizational Climate Descriptor Survey (2000, 2001). Twenty-one
participants responded to all of the 20 statements from the Principal Trust Survey (PTS);
whereas, two participants did not respond to three leadership behavior statements from
the Organizational Climate Surveys. Both participants were included in the study but the
omitted statements were not included in the descriptive and correlational analyses.
The first section of this chapter discusses the descriptive and correlational
analyses of the principals’ trust in their major stakeholders (students, teachers, and
parents). The second section describes the descriptive and correlational analyses of the
principals’ leadership behaviors (collegial, supportive, directive, and restrictive). The
third section examines the correlational analysis of the concepts from the five faces of
trust as applied to the principals’ trust in each of their major stakeholders and their selfreported leadership behaviors.
Principals’ trust, research question 1. The 21 principals who participated in this
study responded to 20 statements related to their major stakeholders (parents, teachers,
and students) on a 6-point Likert scale. The participants responded to nine statements
related to their level of trust in teachers, six statements related to their level of trust in
students, and five statements related to their level of trust in parents. Table 4.2 presents
descriptive statistical data (minimum, maximum, mean, and standard deviation).
Research question 1 asked: To what extent do principals of high poverty urban
middle schools trust their parents, teachers, and students? This was answered using
descriptive statistics (see Table 4.2). The principals reported having moderate (M = 3.40)
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to high trust (M = 5.67) in their major stakeholders. The mean for the principals’ trust in
stakeholders was close (M = 4.41 - 4.52), however, there was less variability in the
standard deviation for teachers (SD = .46) than for students (SD = .55) or parents (SD
= .57).
Table 4.2
Descriptive Statistics for Principals’ Trust in Stakeholders
Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std.
Deviation

Teachers

3.63

5.25

4.51

.46

Parents

3.40

5.40

4.41

.57

Students

3.50

5.67

4.52

.55

Kurtosis and skew statistics were used to screen the variables (parents, teachers,
and students) for normal distribution. Zero values of skewness and kurtosis indicate a
perfectly normal distribution and values in the range of -2 to +2 are considered close
enough to normal to use parametric statistics (Huck, 2012). The kurtosis and skew
statistics were within this range and, therefore, a Pearson correlational analysis was used.
Research question 1a asked, Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’
level of trust in parents, teachers, and students significantly correlated with one another?
As shown in Table 4.3, there was a significant correlation between the principals’ trust in
teachers and students (r = .50, p<.05). The higher the principals’ level of trust was in
teachers, the higher the level of trust was in students. Similarly, there was a significant
correlation between the principals’ trust in students and parents. When the level of
principals’ trust in students was high, the trust in parents was high as well (r = .57,
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p<.05). However, there was no correlation between the principals’ trust in teachers and
in parents. This means that the principals’ trust in teachers does not positively or
negatively correlate to their trust in parents.
Table 4.3
Correlations among Principals’ Level of Trust of Stakeholder Groups
Teachers

Parents

Students

Teachers

1

.12

.50*

Parents

.1

1

.57**

Students

.50*

.57**

1

Note.* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
Leadership behaviors, research question 2. The participants in this study
responded to statements from the Organizational Climate Index and Organization Climate
Descriptor Questionnaire which were measured on a 4-point Likert scale with 1
representing rarely occurs to 4 representing very frequently occurs. Research question 2
asked, To what extent do the principals of high poverty urban middle schools report that
they have used supportive, restrictive, collegial, and directive leadership behaviors?
Table 4.4 reports the mean score, standard deviation, minimum, and maximum
score for each of the four leadership behaviors. The principals’ range on the 4-point
Likert-like scale was broad. The descriptive statistics revealed that principals more
frequently reported collegial (M = 3.33) and supportive behaviors (M = 3.34) than
directive (M = 2.29) or restrictive (M = 1.64) behaviors.
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Table 4.4
Descriptive Statistics for Principals’ Self-Reported Leadership Behaviors
Minimum
2.57

Maximum
4.00

Mean
3.33

Std. Deviation
.37

Supportive

2.91

4.00

3.34

.38

Directive

1.67

4.00

2.29

.63

Restrictive

1.00

3.25

1.64

.63

Collegial

Research question 2a asked: Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’
reporting of the use of the four types of leadership behavior significantly correlated with
one another? Pearson correlations analysis answered research question 2a. Pearson
correlations revealed significant relationships among 3 out of the 4 principals’ leadership
behaviors (see table 4.5). Collegial and supportive behaviors were significantly
correlated (r =.64, p.05) to one another. The more principals reported demonstrating
supportive leadership behaviors, the more they also demonstrated directive leadership
behaviors (r =.55, p<.05). The more principals demonstrated supportive leadership
behaviors, the more they were engaged in directive leadership behaviors. There were no
significant correlations between restrictive leadership behaviors and collegial, directive,
or supportive leadership behaviors.
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Table 4.5
Principals’ Correlated Leadership Behaviors
Collegial

Supportive

Directive

Restrictive

1

.64**

.26

-.14

Supportive

.64**

1

.55*

-.15

Directive

.26

.55*

1

.32

-.14

-.15

.32

1

Collegial

Restrictive

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Five faces of trust to principals’ stakeholders, research question 3. The
concepts of the five faces of trust (honesty, benevolence, competence, openness, and
reliable) were applied to the 6-point Likert scaled questions in the Principal’s Trust
Survey. Research question 3 asked: To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of
the five faces of trust correlated when applied to trust in stakeholders? Table 4.6 displays
descriptive statistics for the concepts five faces of trust applied to the Principal Trust
Survey. Four out of the five concepts from the faces of trust (honesty, benevolence,
competence, and reliable) were moderately to highly endorsed when principals reported
on their relationships with the three stakeholder groups (M = 4.52 – 4.76). However,
openness was endorsed at a noticeably lower level (M = 3.52). Similarly, the four
constructs with higher means also had less variability in their scores (SD = .44 -.58)
whereas openness had noticeably more variability (SD = .83).
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Table 4.6
Five Faces of Trust as Applied to the Measures of Principals Trust in Stakeholders
Minimum Maximum
3.25
5.50

Honesty

Mean
4.57

Std. Deviation
.58

Benevolence

4.00

5.50

4.76

.46

Competence

3.67

5.33

4.54

.44

Openness

1.33

5.33

3.52

.83

Reliable

3.50

5.50

4.52

.54

Table 4.7 displays the Pearson correlations for the five faces of trust as applied to
the Principals trust in stakeholders. Benevolence and honesty (r = .56), Competence and
honesty (r = .60), and reliable and honesty (r = .62) were significantly correlated with
one another. Openness was not correlated to the any of the other concepts of the five
faces of trust.
Table 4.7
Five Faces of Trust as Applied to the Measures of Principals Trust in Stakeholder
Benevolence
1

Honesty
.56**

Reliable
.17

Competence
.38

Openness
-.13

Honesty

.56**

1

.62**

.59**

.08

Reliable

.17

.62**

1

.40

.28

Competence

.38

.59**

.40

1

.01

Openness

-.13

.08

.28

.01

1

Benevolence

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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Five faces of trust to principals’ leadership behaviors, research question 4.
The concepts of the five faces of trust were applied to the 4-point Likert Organizational
Climate Survey which related to the principals’ leadership behaviors. Research question
4 asked: To what extent do the principals of high poverty urban middle schools
demonstrate the five faces of trust in their leadership behaviors? Descriptive statistics and
Pearson correlational analyses answered research question 4.
Table 4.8 is a descriptive analysis of the five faces of trust as applied to the
measures of the principals’ leadership behaviors. The measures for 4 out of the 5
concepts from the five faces of trust had similar ranges in the principals’ leadership
behaviors (honesty, benevolence, openness, and reliable). Competence had the largest
range in responses (1.67 – 3.67). The greatest variability was for honesty (SD = .53) and
competence (SD = .53); whereas the least variability was for reliable (SD=.38) and
benevolence (SD=.32).
Table 4.8
Five Faces of Trust as Applied to the Measures of Principals’ Leadership Behaviors

Honesty

Minimum Maximum
2.00
3.50

Mean
2.67

Std. Deviation
.53

Benevolence

2.63

3.63

3.07

.32

Competence

1.67

3.67

2.47

.53

Openness

2.14

3.43

2.56

.42

Reliable

2.50

4.00

3.12

.38

Table 4.9 reports the Pearson correlations for the five faces of trust as applied to
principals’ leadership behaviors. There were six significant correlations: benevolence and
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reliable (r = .50), openness and competence (r = .59), openness and honesty (r = .67),
benevolence and competence (r = .68), openness and reliable (r = .69), and reliable and
competence (r = .80).
Table 4.9
Principals Leadership Behaviors Correlated to the Concepts of the Five Faces of Trust
Benevolence
.29

Honesty
1

Reliable
.50*

Competence
.68**

Openness
.39

Honesty

1

.29

.39

.44

.67**

Reliable

.39

.50*

1

.80**

.69**

Competence

.44

.68**

.80**

1

.58**

.67**

.39

.69**

.58**

1

Benevolence

Openness

Note. ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Summary of Results
This chapter presented the findings of the high poverty middle school principals’
trust in their stakeholders and their leadership behaviors. The five faces of trust were
applied to the measures of both sections of the survey. The survey sections included
Tschannen-Moran’s Principals’ Trust Survey and Hoy’s Organizational Climate Surveys.
Descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations were employed to examine the principals’
level of trust in their stakeholders, their leadership behaviors, and the application of the
concepts of the five faces of trust to the principals’ level of trust in their stakeholders and
their leadership behaviors. The four null hypothesis were rejected. There were positive
correlations between and among the principals’ trust in their major stakeholders, their
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leadership behaviors, and the application of the concepts from the five faces of trust (Hoy
& Tschannen-Moran, 1999).
The results for research questions 1 and 3 revealed that the higher the principals’
trust was in the teacher, the higher the principals’ trust was in the student (r = .50, p<.05).
The same was true between the principals’ level of trust in students and parents (r = .57,
p<.05). Interestingly, there was no correlation between and among the principals’ level
of trust in teachers and parents. When the concepts of the five faces of trust were applied
to the principals’ level of trust in their stakeholders, there were three significant
correlations: benevolence and honesty (r = .56), competence and honesty (r = .60), and
reliable and honesty (r = .62). The concept of openness was not correlated to the other
four concepts.
The results for research questions 2 and 4 revealed that the principals frequently
used 3 out of the 4 leadership behaviors (directive, supportive, and collegial). There were
two significant correlations. When principals demonstrated collegial behaviors, they also
demonstrated supportive behaviors. Similarly, when they demonstrated supportive
behaviors they demonstrated directive behaviors. However, restrictive behaviors were
not correlated to the three behaviors and the principals reported rarely using restrictive
behaviors. When the concepts of the five faces of trust were applied to the principals’
leadership behaviors, there were six significant correlations. Three of the five concepts
from the five faces of trust were correlated to openness, competence, honesty, and
reliable. The final chapter will discuss the implications of these findings and make
recommendations for further research.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
A vast pool of research examined in this study’s literature review revealed that
trusting relationships are essential when building a positive organizational climate
(Covey, 2006; DuFour & Matthos, 2013; Hoy et al., 2003; Lawrence & Lynch, 2011).
The level of trust in an organization can be determined by the attitudes of the
stakeholders, the outcomes of the organization’s goals, and the stakeholders’ belief in the
fairness of the organization’s processes and systems (Covey, 2006; Covey & Link, 2012).
Trust is the ingredient that impacts the organization’s successes and failures (Lawrence &
Lynch, 2011). It facilitates the social capital needed to improve the organizations’
outcomes (Putnam, 2000, 2001).
Researchers have emphasized the need for leaders to bridge the social networks or
social connectedness in an organization that develops trust, as lack of relationships leads
to misconceptions and mistrust (Goddard, 2003; Lawrence & Lynch, 2011; Putnam,
2001, 2000). Leadership must build those relationships which provide the adhesive force
in trust (Adams, 2013; Fukuyama, 1995). It is the bond between and among the
stakeholders (Putnam, 2000).
It has been established in the literature that trust takes time to evolve (Handford &
Leithwood, 2013; Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000) and it is the responsibility of the
leader to acknowledge and accurately assess the trust levels in the organization. Much
research emphasizes the need for principals to have a birds’ eye view of the levels of trust
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so that they can cultivate, maintain, and restore it when necessary (Kutsyuruba et al.,
2011).
The principal of the school has a direct impact on the school’s effectiveness,
climate, the attainment of instructional goals, and the fulfillment of the mission (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002; Fullan, 2014; Louis, 2007; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). This
has become increasingly harder for the principal with the rapid changes in school reforms
that are imposed due to political and societal pressures and demands (Blankstein &
Noguera, 2015). The need for principals to be trustworthy leaders is both more
demanding and more important than ever. At the same time, the development of
relationships is more complex and more desperately needed than ever in high poverty
school settings (Bryk et al., 2010; Fullan, 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004).
Although there is an abundance of research on relational trust through the eyes of
students, parents, and teachers, as well as many studies on leadership behaviors that
impact trust in schools, there is virtually no research on relational trust that includes the
principals’ level of trust in stakeholders and the leadership behaviors they employ and
foster trust. The problem with the research on relational trust is that the principal, a vital
stakeholder in a school, is not asked the same survey questions that parents, teachers, and
students are asked. Principals have not been asked, “Whom do you trust?” Filling this
void and asking that and other related questions was the purpose and significance of this
dissertation.
This study was conducted in a northeastern urban school district in the United
States. Principals from 28 middle schools were invited to participate. These principals
came from varied middle school settings and had varying years of experience,
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educational level, gender, and appointment status. Twenty-one out of 28 principals
participated in this study. The researcher was interested in middle schools where the
student population received free and reduced lunch under the Title I Federal Law. The
primary method of data collection for this study was descriptive, inferential, correlational
analyses.
This study begins to address the void in the existing research by applying
descriptive, inferential, and correlational analyses between and among the principals’
level of trust in his or her stakeholders, their leadership behaviors, and the application of
the concepts from the five faces of trust (Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999) to the
principals’ level of trust in their stakeholders and their leadership behaviors. Chapter 4
explained the descriptive and correlational results. This chapter discusses the
implications of the findings, their limitations, and recommendations for administration,
policy makers, and future studies. These findings were in pursuit of the following
research questions:
1. To what extent do principals of high poverty urban middle schools trust their
parents, teachers, and students?
1a. Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’ level of trust in
parents, teachers, and students significantly correlated with one another?
2. To what extent do the principals of high poverty urban middle schools report
that they have used supportive, restrictive, collegial, and directive leadership
behaviors?
2a. Are the high poverty urban middle school principals’ reporting of the four
types of leadership behavior significantly correlated with one another?
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3. To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of the five faces of trust
correlated when applied to trust in stakeholders?
4. To what extent are the principals’ endorsements of the five faces of trust
correlated when applied to self-reported leadership behaviors?
Implication of Findings
This study’s findings have significant implications for principals’ leadership
behaviors and for relational trust. The findings are consistent with the studies of
Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (1999, 2001), Bryk and Schneider (2002), Jensen (2012) and
Adams (2010). Put very simply, the principals’ trust and his or her leadership behaviors
impact the school’s culture.
Principals’ trust in stakeholders. An important implication based on the survey
results of 21 participants (principals) in this study showed that they had moderate to high
trust in their stakeholders (parents, students, and teachers). The trust levels for parents
and students were similar whereas the trust level for teachers was slightly different. This
is an important implication for principals of high poverty urban middle schools as the
trust level the principal has in teachers has a direct impact on the school’s effectiveness,
climate, the attainment of instructional goals, and the fulfillment of the mission (Bryk &
Schneider, 2002; Fullan, 2014; Louis, 2007; Tschannen-Moran, 2004). Many other
researchers have come to the same conclusion as in Jensen’s (2009, 2013) books,
Teaching Children with Poverty in Mind and Engaging Children with Poverty in Mind,
and Tschannen-Moran’s (2014) book, Trust Matters: Leadership for Successful Schools,
and in the study by Kutsyuruba et al. (2011).
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It is more demanding than ever for principals of high poverty middle schools to be
trusting and trustworthy leaders as the development of relationships is complex. (Bryk et
al., 2010; Fullan, 2014; Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004). Principals trusted their
stakeholders regardless of betrayal, or loyalty because the role of the principals is
multifaceted (Kutsyuruba et al., 2011). This confirms that the relationships between the
principal and teachers must be developed, cultivated, restored, and maintained, as it is
vital for the students’ success (Covey, 2006; Putnam, 2001).
There were two significant, correlational outcomes within the principals’ levels of
trust between and among their stakeholders. The implications of these findings impact
policy makers and professional development needed in high poverty middle schools. The
first finding is that the principals’ level of trust in the students was impacted by the level
of trust the principal had in their teachers. This is significant as high poverty schools are
characterized as having unqualified teachers and low teacher retention, causing the
development of trust to take longer. According to Jensen (2009, 2013) when teachers feel
trusted by their principal the relationships forged with students were positive. This
means that the teachers do not have to second guess their intentions. These results also
confirm the teachers’ self-efficacy. If teachers believe that they are trusted then they are
willing to support the principals’ vision, and willing to be vulnerable with students when
implementing classroom practices and intervention (Tschannen-Moran & Gareis, 2004,
2015). Principals and teachers of high poverty schools must work in trusting
relationships to confront the challenges that affect their students’ success.
The second finding was that the level of the trust the principal had with the
students impacted the level of trust principals had with their parents. This is significant as
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it tells us that if students naturally performed well, were honest, and were responsible,
they would be trusted and so would their parents. The parents would be perceived by the
principal as being competent caretakers. In the study conducted by McCollum and Yoder
(2011), they concluded that students who had a positive perception of their school’s
climate had positive academic aspirations. While there is no direct research to support
this finding, it is important for principals to forge trusting relationships with their students
and create a positive school environment that is conducive to learning (McCollum
&Yoder, 2011). Also, principals need to believe and trust that they can create positive
change in their students’ lives (Tschannen-Moran, 2014).
Oddly, the relationship between the parent and teacher was not statistically
significant in this study. Presumably the level of trust principals had in teachers did not
impact the level of trust the principal had in parents. This finding is interesting in light of
what the research states. Adams et al. (2009), concluded that parents impacted the level
of trust school staff had in their students. Parents’ trust in the principals and teacher was
impacted when the child was academically engaged and motivated, whereas poor
performance and behavioral problems lead to distrust (Adams et al., 2009).
Principals’ leadership behaviors. This study identified four leadership
behaviors (collegial, restrictive, supportive, and directive) and asked the 21 high poverty
middle schools principals who participated in this study if they employed these behaviors
rarely, sometimes, or frequently. The principals reported frequently using collegial
leadership behavior. This means that they try to “meet the social needs of the faculty and
achieve the goals of the school” (Hoy et al., 2003, p. 42). According to Hoy et al. (2003),
collegial principals treat their teachers “as professional colleagues, are open, egalitarian,
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and friendly, but at the same time set clear teacher expectations and standards of
performance” (Hoy et al., 2003, p. 42). The principals also reported frequently using
supportive leadership behaviors, which is “directed toward both the social needs and task
achievement of faculty. This implies that the principal is helpful, genuinely concerned
with teachers, and attempts to motivate by using constructive criticism and by setting an
example through hard work” (Tarter et al., 1989, p. 296).
Directive leadership behaviors, i.e. rigid domineering behaviors were sometimes
used by the principals. This implies that, “the principal maintains close and constant
monitoring over virtually all aspects of teacher behavior in the school” (Tarter et al.,
1989, p. 296). This monitoring is a process of ensuring expectations are met and holding
stakeholders accountable (Fullan, 2014). Whereas, the principals reported rarely using
restrictive leadership behaviors which implies that they rarely display behavior that
hinders rather than facilitates teacher work. The principal who burdens teachers with
paperwork, committee requirements, and other demands that interfere with their teaching
responsibilities is not an effective school leader (Tarter et al., 1989).
The reporting of three out of four distinct leadership behaviors by the principals,
suggests that principals utilize a variety of leadership styles when interacting with their
stakeholders. The findings were consistent with the research on effective leadership
behaviors found in schools (Bryk et al., 2010; Fullan, 2014; Santoyo, 2012; TschannenMoran, 2014). The use of supportive, collegial, and directive leadership behaviors in
collaborative settings, or to ensure transparent communication and delegation are
effective leadership styles. These behaviors enhance the principals’ ability to be
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authentic, forthcoming, and open, causing their stakeholders to be confident, assertive,
and resilient when developing relationships.
This is significant to professional development related to leadership behaviors that
support a positive and trusting school climate. When stakeholders are engaged in
collegial and supportive leadership behaviors, trusting relationships with the principal are
established, resulting in their willingness to take risks and to be vulnerable with the
principal (Hoy et al., 2003; Hoy & Tschannen-Moran, 1999; Tarter et al., 1989).
Uncertainty over principal’s vision, goals, and his or her stakeholder’s perception is
removed and relational trust is sustained (Bryk & Schneider 2002). Exuding collegial
and supportive leadership behaviors results in strong networks which will promote
students’ academic success.
The data revealed significant relationships among three out of the four principals’
leadership behaviors. When principals, in this study, demonstrated collegial leadership
behaviors they also demonstrated supportive leadership behaviors. This means that
principals were helpful, concerned, motivational, hard-working, open, friendly, and
respectful. The principals provided meaningful feedback, set clear expectations, treated
their stakeholders as their peers, and modeled the expected behaviors. In this study,
when principals demonstrated supportive leadership behaviors, they also demonstrated
directive leadership behaviors. This means that the principals also monitored the
teachers’ behaviors to ensure expectations are met and to hold people accountable
(Fullan, 2014).
These findings are supported by the research identified by Tschannen-Moran
(2014), Fullan (2014), Bryk et al. (2010), and Hoerr (2005). This is significant as
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principals who set the tone for a collegial and supportive environment produce learning
communities that foster student learning, stakeholders’ trust, and teacher growth (Fullan,
2014; Hoerr, 2005; Santoyo, 2012). While some of the research frowns upon directive
leadership behaviors (Hoy et al., 2003; Tarter et al., 1998), Fullan (2014) states that
directive leadership behaviors are needed for principals to maintain a positive culture. He
posits that principals must monitor the behaviors of competence, trustworthiness,
communication, and integrity in themselves and in others. Similar to the findings in this
study, Covey (2006) states that the principal of the school needs to talk straight and
clarify expectations. Principals need to employ leadership behaviors that will develop a
positive organizational and trusting climate that will result in positive school
improvement.
Five faces of trust applied to the principal’s level of trust in their
stakeholders. The concepts of the five faces of trust (honesty, benevolence, competence,
openness, and reliable) were applied to the Principals’ Trust Survey (PTS). The
principals in this study endorsed honesty, benevolence, competence, and reliability but
did not endorse openness. This could imply that the survey statements in the PTS
endorsed by the principals were closely aligned to the concept of openness or that there
weren’t enough statements matched to openness.
There were three significant relationships with the five faces of trust. The first
relationship that was endorsed by principals was the connection between benevolence
and honesty. This relationship implies that when benevolence was endorsed, honesty was
also endorsed by the high poverty middle school principals. This means that the
principals’ trust will be impacted by the stakeholders’ willingness to tell the truth, honor
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agreements, keep their promises, accept responsibility, express appreciation, be fair, be
supportive, and be genuine.
The second relationship that was endorsed by the principals was between
competence and honesty. This correlation implies that if the principals endorsed the
stakeholders’ competence, then they endorsed the stakeholders’ honesty. This indicates
that if stakeholders demonstrate their vulnerability in problem solving, resolving conflict,
flexibility, and modeling hard work, then the principals’ level of trust in stakeholders
would strengthen.
The third relationship that was endorsed by the principals was between reliable
and honesty. This means, in addition to the concepts of the five faces of trust mentioned,
the principal will have greater levels of trust in their stakeholders if they are consistent,
dependable, committed, and diligent.
The findings of the application of the concepts in the five faces of trust to the
principals’ level of trust in their stakeholders shed light on the Lawrence and Lynch
(2011) study on the “building of trust” and Covey’s (2006) book The Speed of Trust and,
Smart Trust by Covey and Link (2012). According to Covey (2006), principals must first
have self-trust and must understand why they trust and why they don’t trust. Similarly,
Lawrence and Lynch (2011) posit that in order for trust to improve leaders must
understand what causes trust and distrust. Lawrence and Lynch (2011) stated that for trust
to be built, there are 12 actions one must take: (a) stay genuine, (b) be honest, (c) have
integrity, (d) listen and ask questions, (e) have a purpose, (f) seek solution, (g) be
collaborative by crediting others, (h) confront distrustful behaviors, (i) be humble,
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apologize when you mess up, (j) be available, (k) recognize those who have integrity and
honor, and (l) trust first but wisely.
If principals know and understand the behaviors that build and impact their trust
in their stakeholders, they will have insight into the concepts in the five faces of trust they
will endorse with their stakeholders. This indicates that principals will exercise their level
of trust based on the stakeholders’ behaviors and on what they know and on what they are
able to do. Covey and Link (2012) share the importance for leaders to understand these
crucial points – with what are you entrusting someone, what is the level of risk in
extending that trust, and what is the credibility of those to which you extend trust. This
suggests that the level of trust will be determined by someone’s benevolence, honesty,
reliability, competence, openness, or some combination of all of the above. While it is
understood in the research that leaders are to trust first and demonstrate the expected
behaviors needed to maintain that trust, it is equally important for principals to
understand the behaviors that build and impact trust between and among stakeholders.
Five faces of trust applied to the principals’ leadership behaviors. The
concepts of the five faces of trust were applied to the four leadership behaviors
(restrictive, directive, supportive, and collegial) described by Hoy’s Organizational
Climate Index (OCI) and Organizational Climate Descriptor Questionnaire (OCDQ).
The results showed that when the five faces of trust are applied to the four leadership
behaviors, four out of the five concepts are endorsed (openness, honesty, reliable, and
benevolence). While openness did not impact the principals’ level of trust in their
stakeholders, openness impacts the principals’ leadership behaviors. When openness is
displayed in the principals’ leadership behaviors, there is open communication, the
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sharing of information, delegation, shared decision making, and shared power. This is
significant for school leaders as the behaviors described in openness are practices that
speak to a principal with an effective leadership style. According to Kouzes and Posner
(2012) and Putnam (2001), the actions described are those of a transformational leader
who is developing a system of social capital in his or her school.
In this study there were six relationships that were endorsed in the principals’
leadership behaviors. The first relationship was benevolence and reliable, the second was
openness and competence, the third was openness and honesty, the fourth was
benevolence and competence, the fifth was openness and reliable, and the last was
reliable and competence. This means that principals must engage in the dispositions
identified from the five faces of trust in order to forge trusting relationships with their
stakeholders. One can conclude that leaders who embody collegial and supportive
leadership behaviors are honest, benevolent, open, and reliable. While competence was
not endorsed, effective leaders must be competent in determining those leadership
behaviors appropriate to each situation encountered in his or her school in order to build
relational trust.
Similar to the relationships found in this study, Tschannen-Moran (2014) implies,
that schools can facilitate trust by fostering trusting and trustworthy behaviors among all
stakeholders. “Demonstrating benevolence or care lays a foundation of trust among
teachers. Honesty, openness, and reliability also play a role. An interesting pattern of
trust emerges however, when stakeholders lack respect for the competence of their
colleagues” (Tschannen-Moran, 2014, p. 129). Trust will bring down barriers to building
an effective school culture. Demir’s (2009) findings are also similar to the findings in
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this study. Demir concluded that when stakeholders participate in decision-making, an
environment of mutual trust between the stakeholders and principal was created. This
current study’s conclusions were similar to the conclusions found in Louis’ (2007) study.
She found that trust in schools is built by collaboration, integrity, concern, competence,
reliability, and sincerity.
It is clear from this study and from all the research that trust is a two-way street.
It is impacted by an individual’s disposition and behaviors. As the leader of the school,
the principal must be the one to extend the trust in their stakeholders and model the
trusting behaviors for their stakeholders so that positive relationships can be established.
As Kouzes and Posner (2012) stated in the Leadership Challenge, How to Make
Extraordinary Things Happen in Organizations, if the principal wants people to follow
them, the principal needs to take the first step to build those trusting relationships.
Limitations
There were three limitations for this study. The first limitation was the amount of
time available to conduct the study. Summer recess and school holidays resulted in
limited access to principals which resulted in a smaller sample size. Twenty-one out of
28 middle school principals from three distinct grade configuration (K-eighth; sixtheighth; sixth-12th grades) in an urban, high poverty, northeastern region of the United
States participated in this study. The findings were generalized to the middle school
principals who served in this region. Increasing the number of principals would allow for
stronger descriptors and correlational analyses between and among trust and leadership
behaviors between school setting, gender, education, principal status, and years of
experience.
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The second limitation to this study was the principal’s self-reported responses.
This leads to a third limitation to this study, which was the exclusion of the other
stakeholders (parents, teachers, and students) in the research. A gap analysis would
strengthen this study to include the perception of the major stakeholders (teachers,
students, and parents) as to the principals’ level of trust in them along with the
stakeholders’ perception of the principals’ leadership behaviors and how closely they
align with the principals self-reported leadership behaviors. Such a study would measure
that gap between what the principal espouses and what the stakeholders perceive.
Recommendations for Future Research
The findings in this study (principals’ trust in their stakeholders, their leadership
behaviors, and the application of the five faces of trust to the principals’ trust in their
stakeholders and their leadership behaviors), indicated that trust and the leadership
behaviors employed to build and nurture it matters for high poverty schools. The level of
trust the principal exudes impacts the high poverty middle schools’ climate. Principals
can cultivate, restore, and maintain that trust by employing leadership practices that are
supportive and collegial.
Based on this study’s findings several recommendations for future research
emerged. The specific leadership behaviors that are needed in high poverty schools need
to be examined more comprehensively to determine their direct impact on stakeholders
and particularly on student performance. It is not enough to say that principals influence
the school’s culture. We need to know more about the leadership behaviors and traits
that bring about successful student outcomes that prevent negative interactions between
stakeholders.
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This study turned a lens on the principal and his or her level of trust in
stakeholders as a new way to capture the schools’ climate. But, all stakeholders need to
respond to same survey used for this study. As discussed in the limitation section, a gap
analysis on relational trust should be conducted to determine the principals’ level of trust
in stakeholders compared to stakeholders’ trust in the principal. The results from this gap
analysis could be analyzed along with interviews and focus groups which would shed
further insight into relational trust. The outcomes of this study could inform professional
development programs for all stakeholders in order to develop a positive and effective
school climate.
Further research is required to correlate and describe statistically the relationship
between and among the principals’ level of trust in each of their stakeholders (students,
parents, and teachers), the principals’ leadership behaviors, and the concepts of the five
faces of trust. It would be important to know, on more than just an inferential basis, the
cause and effect relationships among these dependent variables. For instance, the
principal’s high level of trust in students could be correlated to the principals’ use and
practice of the five faces of trust (benevolence, openness, honesty, reliable, and
competence).
Conclusion
Amid the demanding pressures reform measures have placed on principals, the
findings in this study are not surprising. The results of this quantitative analysis revealed
that trust, a vital force, in setting the tone and determining the effectiveness of the
organization, is the responsibility of its leadership. The level of trust the principal has in
his or her stakeholders (parents, students, and teachers) is a clear indicator of the
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consistency, commitment, and communication that defines the school’s culture.
Acknowledging the levels of trust in an organization is critical for the leader. Having a
clear and honest sense of trust levels in the organization is the responsibility of its
leadership (Tschannen-Moran, 2014). Moreover, research continues to apply effective
leadership behaviors to the unique challenges of leading high poverty schools and the
ongoing efforts to close the achievement gap. We know the principal is second to the
teacher in impacting student achievement. Therefore, employing trusting leadership
behaviors is the key in improving the success of high poverty middle school students.
The purpose of this study was to examine the principals’ level of trust in their
stakeholders, their leadership behaviors, and the concepts of the five faces of trust as
applied to their level of trust in their stakeholders, and to their leadership behaviors. Up
until now the research on relational trust did not include the principal, a vital stakeholder
in a school. Principals were not given the same survey questions that parents, teachers,
and students were given. Before this study, the research asked stakeholders for the level
of trust they had in the principal and what leadership behaviors they thought principals
should display in a school setting, but principals were not asked, “Whom do you trust?”
This study asked that question and discovered significant relationships between trust
levels, leadership behaviors, and the endorsement of the five faces of trust.
Results from the research suggest that principals must know and understand the
behaviors that will build, nurture, and sustain trust in their schools. Employing these
trusting behaviors will have the reciprocal effect of building stakeholder’s trust in the
principal and also building principal’s trust in stakeholders. This is the special
responsibility of the leader and it is particularly important in high poverty schools.

85

Although there is no single ingredient that will make high poverty schools effective and
successful, having a principal who understands and practices the behaviors of trust makes
success far more likely. Such a principal can bring teachers, parents, and students
together to significantly improve student outcomes and their lives and careers after school
(Wallace Foundation 2012).
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Appendix A
Measuring Principals’ Trust in Major Stakeholders Correlated to Leadership Behaviors in
High Poverty Middle Schools
Q1 Do you agree to participate in this survey?
 Yes, Continue to Survey (1)
 No, Stop Survey (2)
Q2 My school setting includes
 K-8th grade (1)
 6th-8th grade (2)
 6th-12th grade (3)
Q3 I am a
 Male (1)
 Female (2)
Q4 I am
 White (1)
 Hispanic (2)
 African-American (3)
 Asian (4)
 Other (5)
Q5 Are you probationary or have you completed probation?
 I am a probationary principal. (1)
 I completed probation. (2)
Q6 My level of education is
 BA/BS and MA/MS (1)
 MA/MS and 15-30 extra college credits (2)
 2 MA/MS (3)
 Doctorate degree (4)
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Please indicate the extent that you agree or disagree with each of the statements about
your school ranging from (1) representing strongly disagree to (6) representing strongly
agree.
Q7 Teachers in this school are candid with me.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q8 I can count on parents to support the school.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q9 Students here really care about the school.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q10 I have faith in the integrity of my teachers.
 Strongly Disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
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Q11 Students in this school can be counted on to do their work.
 Strongly Disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q12 I believe in my teachers.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Neither agree nor disagree (4)
 Somewhat agree (5)
 Agree (6)
 Strongly agree (7)
Q13 Most students in this school are honest.
 Strongly Disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q14 I question the competence of some of my teachers.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q15 I am often suspicious of teachers’ motives in this school.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
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Q16 Most students are able to do the required work.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q17 I trust the students in this school.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q18 When teachers in this school tell you something, you can believe it.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q19 Even in difficult situations, I can depend on my teachers.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q20 Parents in this school have integrity.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
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Q21 Parents in this school are reliable in their commitments.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q22 Most parents openly share information with the school.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q23 My teachers typically look out for me.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q24 I trust the teachers in this school.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Q25 Students in this school are reliable.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
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Q26 Most parents here have good parenting skills.
 Strongly disagree (1)
 Disagree (2)
 Somewhat disagree (3)
 Somewhat agree (4)
 Agree (5)
 Strongly agree (6)
Please indicate the extent that you agree or disagree with each of the statements about
your school ranging from (1) representing rarely occurs to (4) representing very
frequently occurs.
Q27 I explore all sides of topics and admits that other opinions exist.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q28 I treat all faculty members as my equal.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q29 I am friendly and approachable.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q30 I let faculty know what is expected of them.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q31 I maintain definite standards of performance.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)

100

Q32 I put suggestions made by the faculty into operation.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q33 I am willing to make changes.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q34 I compliment teachers.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q35 I encourage teacher autonomy.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q36 I go out of my way to help teachers.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q37 I am available after school to help teachers when assistance is needed.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q38 I use constructive criticism.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
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Q39 I look out for the personal welfare of the faculty.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q40 I listen to and accept teachers’ suggestions.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q41 I treat teachers as equals.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q42 I go out of my way to show appreciation to teachers.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q43 I accept and implement ideas suggested by faculty members.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q44 I set an example by working hard himself/herself.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q45 I rule with an iron fist.
 Rarely occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
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Q46 I supervise teachers closely.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q47 I correct teachers’ mistakes.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q48 I keep a close check on sign-in times.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q49 I monitor everything teachers do.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q50 I closely check teacher activities.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q51 Teachers are burdened with busywork.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q52 Routine duties interfere with the job of teaching.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
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Q53 Administrative paperwork is burdensome at this school.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
Q54 Assigned non-teaching duties are excessive.
 Rarely Occurs (1)
 Sometimes Occurs (2)
 Often Occurs (3)
 Very Frequently Occurs (4)
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Appendix B
Scoring Directions for Principal Trust Survey
Developed by Dr. Meghan Tschannen-Moran
Scoring directions are provided for each of these surveys, as well as evidence on the
reliability and validity of the scales. Directions for calculating a standardized score are
included so that schools can compare their results with other schools. The standardized
score is presented on a scale with a mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 100, much
like an SAT or GRE score. For example, a school with a score of 600 on faculty trust in
colleagues is two standard deviations above the average score on faculty trust in
colleagues of all schools in the sample. That means that the school has higher faculty
trust in colleagues than 84% of the schools in the sample.
The range of the standardized scores is presented below:
If the score is 200, it is lower than 99% of the principals.
If the score is 300, it is lower than 97% of the principals.
If the score is 400, it is lower than 84% of the principals.
If the score is 500, it is average.
If the score is 600, it is higher than 84% of the principals.
If the score is 700, it is higher than 97% of the principals.
If the score is 800, it is higher than 99% of the principals.
The Principal Trust Scale measures the level of principal trust in three constituencies:
Principal Trust in the Faculty, Principal Trust of Students, and Principal Trust in Parents.
Step 1: Reverse the response code the items that are negatively worded.
Because some items are written as negative rather than positive statements, the response
code needs to be reverse, that is, [1=6, 2=5, 3=4, 4=3, 5=2, 6=1]. Items to be reversecoded are identified by an asterisk. For the Principal Survey, these are items 8 and 9, but
for this study these items are 14 and 15.
Step 2: Calculate the average score for each item on the survey.
You will need to calculate the average of all the responses to the survey for each
item on the questionnaire. You can use a spreadsheet program like Microsoft Excel
or calculate the means by hand. If you are using a statistical package such as SPSS,
you can skip this step and go directly to Step 3 because the package will calculate the
mean of the means.
Step 3: Calculate the mean score for your school on each of the three subscales:

105

Use your spreadsheet or statistical package to calculate the school means on each of
the subscales.

Developed By Tschannen-Moran
Principal Trust in Teachers
(1 + 4 + 6 + 8* + 9* + 12 + 13 + 17 + 18) /
9
Principal Trust in Students (3 + 5 + 7 + 10
+ 11 + 19) / 6
Principal Trust in Parents
(2 + 14 + 15 + 16 + 20) / 5

Modified for this study
Principal Trust in Teachers
(7 + 10 + 12 + 14* + 15* + 18 + 19 + 23 + 24)/
9
Principals Trust in Students
(9 + 11 + 13 + 16 + 17 + 25) / 6
Parents Trust in Parents
(8 + 20 + 21 + 22 + 26) / 5

Step 4: Computing the Standardized Scores for the Principal Trust Scale for
purposes of comparison.
You can convert your school score on each of the subscales to a standardized score with a
mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 100 to make comparison with other schools
possible. First compute the difference between your school score on principal trust of
teachers (PTT) and the mean for the normative sample (PTT – 4.911). Then multiply the
difference by one hundred [100(PTT – 4.911)]. Next divide the product by the standard
deviation of the normative sample (.618). Then add 500 to the result. You have
computed a standardized score Standard Score for Principal Trust in Teachers.
Repeat the process for each subscale as follows:
For Principal Trust in Teachers, calculate a standardized trust score using the following
formula:
Standard Score for Principal Trust in Teachers (PTT) = 100(PTT – 4.911)/.618 + 500
For Principal Trust in Students, calculate a standardized trust score using the following
formula:
Standard Score for Principal Trust in Students (PTS) = 100(PTS – 4.827)/.587 + 500
For Principal Trust in Parents, calculate a standardized trust score using the following
formula:
Standard Score for Principal Trust in Parents (PTP) = 100(PTP – 4.502)/.719 + 500
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Appendix C
Scoring Directions for Organizational Climate Index- Collegial Leadership
Developed by Dr. Wayne Hoy
The items are scored by assigning 1 to "rarely occurs," 2 to "sometimes occurs," 3 to
"often occurs," and 4 to "very frequently occurs." Each questionnaire is scored, and then
school scores are computed. For the purpose of this study, principals of an urban
northeastern district in the United States were the participants.
Step 1: Score each item* for each respondent with the appropriate number (1, 2, 3, or 4).
Then calculate the average for each item by summing all the scores for that item and
dividing by number of participants who responded to that item. Some participants
occasionally skip items; make sure you divide by the number of participants who
responded to that item.
Step 2: Calculate the school score for each dimension by summing the school item
means calculated in step 1. Use your spreadsheet or statistical package to calculate
the principals means on the subscale.
The formulas are:
Developed by Dr. Hoy
Collegial Leadership (CL) =
(1+3+5+10+13+20+27) / 7

Modified in this study
Collegial Leadership (CL) =
(27+28+29+30+31+32+33) / 7

Convert the school subtest scores to standardized scores with a mean of 500 and a
standard deviation of 100, which we call SdS score.
Standard Score for Collegial Leadership (SCL) = 100(CL-20.75)/2.658 +500.
Step 3: First compute the difference between your score (CL) and the mean for the
normative sample (CL-20.75). Then multiply the difference by one hundred [100(CL20.75)]. Next divide the product by the standard deviation of the normative sample
(2.658). Then add 500 to the result. You have computed a Standard Score for Collegial
Leadership of the Principal where the average is 500 and the standard deviation is 100.
The range of these scores is presented below: If the score is 200, it is lower than 99% of
the principals.
If the score is 300, it is lower than 97% of the principals.
If the score is 400, it is lower than 84% of the principals.
If the score is 500, it is average.
If the score is 600, it is higher than 84% of the principals.
If the score is 700, it is higher than 97% of the principals.
If the score is 800, it is higher than 99% of the principals.
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Appendix D
Scoring Directions for Organizational Climate Descriptor
Supportive, Restrictive, and Directive
Developed by Dr. Wayne Hoy
For the purpose of this study, three subtest scores were used with middle school
principals of an urban northeastern district in the Unites States.
The items are scored by assigning 1 to "rarely occurs," 2 to "sometimes occurs," 3 to
"often occurs," and 4 to "very frequently occurs." When an item is reversed scored, it is
scored "rarely occurs" receives a 4, "sometimes occurs" a 3, and so on. Each item is
scored for each respondent, and then an average score for each item is computed by
averaging the item responses across principals; remember the principal is the unit of
analysis. The average principal scores for the items defining each subtest are added to
yield subtest scores. The three subtest scores represent the climate profile for the school.
Step 1: Score each item for each respondent with the appropriate number (1, 2, 3, or 4).
Step 2: Calculate an average school score for each item. Add all the principals scores for
each item and then divide by the number of principals. Round the scores to the nearest
hundredth. This score represents the average principal l item score. You should have 50
average school item scores before proceeding.
Step 3: Use your spreadsheet or statistical package to calculate the principals means on
each of the subscales. Sum the average school item scores as follows:
Subtest
 Supportive
Behavior
 Directive
Behavior
 Restrictive
Behavior

Developed by Dr. Hoy
(1+10+11+12+15+19+24+32+36+
44+49) / 11
(9+20+33+37+38+41) / 6

Modified for this study
(34+35+36+37+38+39+40+41+42+
43+44) / 11
(45+46+47+48+49+50) / 6

 (3+4+39+42) / 4

 (51+52+53+54) / 4

For the purpose of this study, these 3 scores represent the leadership behaviors of the
principals. You may wish to compare the principals profile with other principals across
districts, gender, level of educations, and years of experience. In doing so, it is
recommended that you convert each group of principals’ or schools’ score to a
standardized score.
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Wayne Hoy’s study current database was drawn on middle schools from a large, diverse
sample of schools from New Jersey which asked the survey questions to the major
stakeholders. The average scores and standard deviations for each climate dimension
(subtests) are summarized below:

Supportive Behavior (Sup)
Directive Behavior (Dir)
Restrictive Behavior (Res)

Mean (M)
29.39
12.09
9.11

Std. Deviation (SD)
4.61
2.40
1.52

First: Convert the school subtest scores to standardized scores with a mean of 500 and a
standard deviation of 100, which we call SdS scores. Use the following formulas:
SdS for Sup = 100 X (Sup-29.39)/4.61+500
Then compute the difference between your school score on Sup and the mean of 29.39
for the normative sample (Sup-29.39). Then multiply the difference by 100 [100 X (S29.39)]. Next divide the product by standard deviation of the normative sample (4.61).
Then add 500 to the result. You have computed a standardized score (SdS) for the
supportive behavior subscale (Sup).
Next: Repeat the process for each dimension as follows:
 SdS for Dir=100 X (Dir-12.09)/2.40+500
SdS for Res=100 X (Res-9.11)/1.52+500
SdS for Col=100 X (Col-29.30)/3.01+500
You have standardized your school scores against the normative data provided in the
New Jersey sample. The range of these scores is presented below:
 If the score is 200, it is lower than 99% of the principals.
If the score is 300, it is lower than 97% of the principals.
If the score is 400, it is lower than 84% of the principals.
If the score is 500, it is average.
If the score is 600, it is higher than 84% of the principals.
If the score is 700, it is higher than 97% of the principals.
If the score is 800, it is higher than 99% of the principals.
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Appendix E

Emailed Permission from Dr. Wayne Hoy

From: Wayne Hoy <whoy@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 28, 2016 4:38:03 PM
To: Ortiz Liza
Subject: Re: Doctoral Student

Hi Liza—
You have my permission to use selected questions from our trust measure, but be sure to
give the appropriate acknowledgement.
I do think the principal’s trust in stakeholders is important in all schools, but especially
urban ones.
Good luck.
Wayne
Wayne K. Hoy
Fawcett Professor Emeritus in
Education Administration
The Ohio State University
www.waynekhoy.com
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Appendix F
Hello Colleagues,

Trust Characteristics Matching Survey

As my panel of experts, I am asking you to complete this survey. The experts of this
panel are former and current principals. This survey requires you to match the following
words: benevolence, honesty, openness, reliable, and competence to the statement that
best fits each one. The definitions of the words as defined by Hoy and TschannenMoran’s, “Five Faces of Trust (1999)” are below:
- Benevolence: “The most common face of trust is a sense of benevolence, the
confidence that one’s well-being or something one cares about will be protected
by the trusted person or group. One can count on the good will of the other to act
in one’s best interest. In an ongoing relationship, future actions or deeds may not
be specified but only that there will be a mutual attitude of good will.”
- Honesty: “Honesty speaks to character, integrity, and authenticity. Rotter (1967)
defined trust as the expectancy that the word, promise, verbal or written statement
of another individual or group can be relied upon (p. 651). Statements are truthful
when they conform to “what really happened” from the person’s perspective and
when commitments made about future actions are kept. A correspondence
between a person’s statements and deeds characterizes integrity.”
- Openness: “Openness in the extent to which relevant information is not withheld;
it is a process by which individuals make themselves vulnerable by sharing
information with others. Such openness signals a kind of reciprocal trust, a
confidence that the information will not be exploited and that recipients can feel
the same confidence in return. People who are guarded in the information they
share provoke suspicion; others wonder what is being hidden and why.”
- Reliable: “Reliability is the extent to which one can count on another to come
through with what is needed. Reliability combines a sense of predictability with
benevolence. Predictability alone is insufficient because a person can be
consistently malevolent. What is required from another person or group might be
something tangible (e.g., raw materials from a supplier) or intangible (e.g., a
willingness to listen). Most interactions do not take place simultaneously but
unfold over time.”
- Competence: “There are times when good intentions are not enough. When a
person is dependent on another and some level of skill is involved in fulfilling an
expectation, then a person who mean well may nonetheless not be trusted. For
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example, the patient of a young surgeon may feel that this doctor wishes very
much to heal the patient, but if he or she has a poor performance record, the
patient will likely not trust in the physician. Many of the situation in which we
speak about trust in organizations have to do with competence.”
Thank you again for completing the survey.
Are you a
 Current Principal
 Former Principal
Are you/ were you the administrator of
 PreK- 2nd Grade
 Elementary School
 Prek-8th grade (ES/MS)
 Middle School
 6th grade- 12th grade (MS/HS)
 High School
Select the characteristic of trust that best fits the statement.
Teachers in this school are candid with me.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I can count on parents to support the school.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Students here really care about the school.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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I have faith in the integrity of my teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Students in this school can be counted on to do their work.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Most students in this school are honest.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I question the competence of some of my teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I am often suspicious of teachers’ motives in this school.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Most students are able to do the required work.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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When teachers in this school tell you something, you can believe it.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Even in difficult situations, I can depend on my teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Parents in this school have integrity.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Parents in this school are reliable in their commitments.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Most parents openly share information with the school.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
My teachers typically look out for me.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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Students in this school are reliable.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Most parents here have good parenting skills.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I explore all sides of topics and admit that other opinions exist.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I treat all faculty members as equal.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I am friendly and approachable.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I let faculty know what is expected of them.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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I maintain definite standards of performance.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I put suggestions made by the faculty into operation.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
The interactions between faculty members are cooperative.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I am willing to make changes.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I discuss classroom issues with teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I look out for the personal welfare of faculty members.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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I compliment teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Teachers are burdened with busywork.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Routine duties interfere with the job of teaching.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I rule with an iron fist.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I encourage teacher autonomy.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I go out of my way to help teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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I am available after school to help teachers when assistance is needed.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I use constructive criticism.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I look out for the personal welfare of the faculty.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I listen to and accepts teachers’ suggestions.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I treat teachers as equals.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I supervise teachers closely.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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I correct teachers’ mistakes.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I go out of my way to show appreciation to teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I keep a close check on sign-in times.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I monitor everything teachers do.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Administrative paperwork is burdensome at this school.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I closely check teacher activities.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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Assigned non-teaching duties are excessive.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I accept and implement ideas suggested by faculty members.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I set an example by working hard myself.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Teachers do not trust the me enough to admit their mistakes.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I welcome challenges from teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
When a crisis occurs, I deal with it so we can get back to teaching.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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I often jump to conclusions.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I negotiate faculty differences without destroying the diversity of opinion.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Teachers in this school are suspicious of most of my actions.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
Teachers in this school have faith in my integrity.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I typically act in the best interest of teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I do not show concern for the teachers.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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I am competent in doing my job.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
I don’t tell teachers what is really going on.
 Benevolence
 Honesty
 Openness
 Reliable
 Competence
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Appendix G
St. John Fisher College
Informed Consent Form
Title of study:

Whom Do I Trust? Measuring Principals’ Trust in Major
Stakeholders Correlated to Leadership Behaviors in High Poverty
Middle Schools

Name of researcher: Liza Ortiz, Doctoral Candidate
Faculty Supervisor: Dr. Robert Siebert Phone for further information:845-893-3899
Purpose of study:

The purpose of this study is to fill a void in the research on

relational trust in schools concluded by Tschannen-Moran and Hoy, Tschannen-Moran
and Gareis, Bryk and Schneider. These researchers examined the levels of trust of the
major stakeholders and provided recommended leadership practices for central and
school level administrators. This study will explore the nature of the principals’ trust, the
principals’ leadership behaviors with his/her stakeholders.
Place of study: Urban Northeastern School District Length of participation: 15 minutes
Risks and benefits: The expected risks and benefits of participation in this study are
explained below: There are no feasible risks in this study. The results from this
study will inform professional development for leaders in school by shedding light on the
relationship between a principal’s leadership behaviors/ trust characteristics, and their
level of trust in her stakeholders.
Method for protecting confidentiality/privacy:

Data collected are anonymous and

your participation is voluntary. Findings will be reported only as aggregated data. You
will be asked to complete a brief online survey that will require you to respond to
statements on a Likert Like Scale. Completing the survey will only take about 20
minutes and all responses are kept confidential.
Your rights: As a research participant, you have the right to:
1. Have the purpose of the study, and the expected risks and benefits fully explained
to you before you choose to participate.
2. Withdraw from participation at any time without penalty.
3. Refuse to answer a particular question without penalty.
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4. Be informed of appropriate alternative procedures or courses of treatment, if any,
that might be advantageous to you.
5. Be informed of the results of the study.
I have read the above, received a copy of this form, and I agree to participate in the “Whom
Do I Trust? Measuring Principals’ Trust in Major Stakeholders Correlated to Leadership
Behaviors in High Poverty Middle Schools” study.
_______________________
Print Name (Participant)

_______________________
Signature

_____
Date

_______________________
Print Name (Investigator)

_______________________
Signature

_____
Date

If you have any further questions regarding this study, please contact the researcher listed
above. If you experience emotional or physical discomfort due to participation in this
study, please contact the Health and Wellness Center at (585) 385-8280 for appropriate
referrals.
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) of St. John Fisher College has reviewed this
project. For any concerns regarding this study and/or if you experience any physical or
emotional discomfort, you can contact Jill Rathbun by phone at 585.385.8012 or by email
at: irb@sjfc.edu.
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Appendix H
Tschannen-Moran’s Principal Trust Survey (PTS) Panel of Expert Crosswalk
Application to the Concepts of Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s “Five Faces of Trust”

Instrument
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS
PTS

Statements
1. Teachers in this school are
candid with me.
2. I can count on parents to
support the school.
3. Students here really care
about the school.
4. I have faith in the integrity
of my teachers.
5. Students in this school can
be counted on to do their
work.
6. I believe in my teachers.
7. Most students in this school
are honest.
8. I question the competence
of some of my teachers.
9. I am often suspicious of
teachers’ motives in this
school.
10. Most students are able to do
the required work.
11. I trust the students in this
school.
12. When teachers in this
school tell you something,
you can believe it.
13. Even in difficult situations, I
can depend on my teachers.
14. Parents in this school have
integrity.
15. Parents in this school are
reliable in their
commitments
16. Most parents openly share
information with the school.
17. My teachers typically look
out for me. (*)
18. I trust the teachers in this
school.

Category
Principal Trust in Teachers

Faces of Trust
Openness

Principal Trust in Parents

Reliable

Principal Trust in Students

Benevolence

Principal Trust in Teachers

Benevolence

Principal Trust in Students

Reliable

Principal Trust in Teachers
Principal Trust in Students

Benevolence
Honesty

Principal Trust in Teachers

Competence

Principal Trust in Teachers

Honesty

Principal Trust in Students

Competence

Principal Trust in Students

(Trust)

Principal Trust in Teachers

Honesty

Principal Trust in Teachers

Reliable

Principal Trust in Parents

Honesty

Principal Trust in Parents

Reliable

Principal Trust in Parents

Openness

Principal Trust in Teachers

* Reliable

Principal Trust in Teachers

(Trust)
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PTS

19. Students in this school are
reliable.
20. Most parents here have
good parenting skills.

PTS

Principal Trust in Students

Reliable

Principal Trust in Parents

Competence

Hoy’s Organization Climate Index (OCI)- Panel of Expert Crosswalk
Application to the Concepts from
Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s “Five Faces of Trust”
Instrument
OCI
OCI
OCI
OCI
OCI
OCI
OCI

Statements
1. I explore all sides of topics
and admit that other opinions
exist. (*)
2. I treat all faculty members as
equal.
3. I am friendly and
approachable.
4. I let faculty know what is
expected of them.
5. I maintain definite standards
of performance.
6. I put suggestions made by the
faculty into operation.
7. I am willing to make changes.

Category
Collegial Leadership

Faces of Trust
(*) Openness

Collegial Leadership

Benevolence

Collegial Leadership

Openness

Collegial Leadership

Openness

Collegial Leadership

Competence

Collegial Leadership

Reliable

Collegial Leadership

Openness
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Hoy’s Organizational Climate Dimension Questionnaire (OCDQ) Research for MS
Panel of Expert Crosswalk
Application to the Concepts from Hoy and Tschannen-Moran’s “Five Faces of
Trust”

Instrument
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM
OCDQ-RM

Statements
1. I compliment teachers.
2. Teachers are burdened with
busywork. (*)
3. Routine duties interfere with the
job of teaching.
4. I rule with an iron fist.
5. I encourage teacher autonomy.
6. I go out of my way to help
teachers.
7. I am available after school to
help teachers when assistance is
needed.
8. I use constructive criticism.
9. I look out for the personal
welfare of the faculty.
10. I listen to and accepts teachers’
suggestions.
11. I treat teachers as equals.
12. I supervise teachers closely.
13. I correct teachers’ mistakes.
14. I go out of my way to show
appreciation to teachers.
15. I keep a close check on sign-in
times.
16. I monitor everything teachers do.
17. Administrative paperwork is
burdensome at this school.
18. I closely check teacher activities.
(*)
19. Assigned non-teaching duties are
excessive.
20. I accept and implement ideas
suggested by faculty members.
21. I set an example by working
hard myself.

Category
Supportive Behavior
Restrictive Behavior
Restrictive Behavior

Faces of Trust
Benevolence
(*)
Competence
Benevolence

Directive Behavior
Supportive Behavior
Supportive Behavior

Openness
Openness
Benevolence

Supportive Behavior

Benevolence

Supportive Behavior
Supportive Behavior

Honesty
Benevolence

Supportive Behavior

Openness

Supportive Behavior
Directive Behavior
Directive Behavior
Supportive Behavior

Benevolence
Competence
Competence
Benevolence

Directive Principal

Reliable

Directive Behavior
Restrictive Behavior

Competence
Honesty

Directive Behavior

(*) Reliable

Restrictive Behavior

Competence

Supportive Behavior

Openness

Supportive Behavior

Competence
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